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<=bir4'=b, Rfl+Nd 7r«lT 

('t)ir4ch ^ -9%^ f^’TPT) 

12#, 2015 

^.311. 1034.—#^ Rwi ij.d<iSKi 

1973 (1974 # STMwt# 2) # ?1RI 24 (8) 

^ ^ fi; f#cr 

^ ■gf#! WTdT (##3n^) ^ 

^ %T3; wi RFT# cisiT yuriPi-* srt rft# 

3#PTiqn^ n'didH, 

3if?iwT # f5|#r ■jf#! wqqi (##^ 3i#qTJi ^) 

^ 3#iAi1d<4) ^ ^ Tf irjqd wt 11 

[qq# 225/i6/20i2-'q;°#°#-ii] 
3lf#r^ITR, 31^7 

MESISTRYOF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIEVANCES 
AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 12th May, 2015 

S.O. 1034. —In exercise of the powers conferred hy 
sub-section (8) of section 24 of the Code of Criminal 


Procedure, 1973 (ActNo. 2 of 1974), the Central Government 
hereby appoints Shri Kishore Bhaduri, Advocate as Special 
Public Prosecutor of the Delhi Special Police Establishment 
(Central Bureau of Investigation) in the Chhattisgarh High 
Court at Bilaspur for conducting the prosecution appeals, 
revisions or other matters arising out of the cases 
investigated by the Delhi Special Police Establishment (CBI). 

[F.No. 225/16/2012-AVD-n] 
AJIT KUMAR, Under Secy. 

qf#i7 ch<r4|U| 

(TcTRsq -qq -qltqR 4>(r4iu| fqqpi) 

7 #, 2015 

^.311. 1035.—qRfe qRcftq 
3T?3TT^, 2013q7tt4Rr3q5q5t^t4Rl(l)^q^?lf^qq 
q#qqRtf9;f^qTqi06q^, 2013 # qroftq rdPchcTii qftq^ 
qq ■gq^sq %qT qqi: 

sfkdqPch B7qiK^qR#T3ligr45lHqf#q3lfqfqqq, 
1956 (1956qqi02)qftqKI3q5tqqqKI(l)^li^(7I)^ 
qgTpqi^ sfRqfqfqq rc|!^c|f4^idii1/7qT7«q Pq^iH 
^ qqi 7jJ#r, 3ifqg^ ^ q# 


2078 Gl/2015 


(2229) 
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^PHolfr^d f^wtl 

3in: (1) 

^ TR^ ^ mcf ^ 

1960^3#j^^H| litem^°3TT°138 
^ rHHPdRsId Wl«TT feT ^ t; STSlfcT:— 

’iRcf 71W!:, ■qfeR ^ 

062013 ^ 3#rg^ ^031T° 3325 (3T) sfk 

3T%TT ypoirticrsiT cR?R«lt yPolPbd^ PdHPdPlsId 

^ ^miTTT, 

W.U Pd^dry^JIdd^^ PidfRcl 

44. <4NI y-Hd iifHdWril Pl^iSKI 

3qT^ APd+d ■snf^^EifwR, ^fM''^% PnylPyci 

>+><H+IdM'4N arf^ 

>+)(l<+V, 

H^l®l 


[?i°# 11013/02/2015-1331^ it-I] 

srfrrnf^WPT, 31^T[f^ 

iTr^ f^uft; f^ilT^ 9 ddo|<1, I960 ^ 138 ^ clW 

iin7r^TDrT7f:^:gigT3lP?q^Jx^ ydoiPKId sft 3fk mcftiT 

3Iigf%lH 1#^ (^ITT), fgcftil 2013 ( 2013 ^ 

11) ^ WPl 3%fT ^ :?MP?in %1TT iPT «IT 1 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 7th May, 2015 

S.O. 1035. —Whereas on 06th November, 2013, the 
Medical Council of India was reconstituted in exercise of 
the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3A of 
the Indian Medical Council (Amendment) Ordinance, 2013; 

And Whereas the Central Government, in pursuance of 
clause (b) of sub-section (1) of section 3 of the Indian 
Medical Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and as informed by 
the respective universities/health science universities, the 
following has been elected to be a member of the Medical 
Council of India for four years with effect from the date of 
issue of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby makes the following amendment in the 
Notification of the Government of India in the then Ministry 
of Health number S.O. 138 dated the 9th January, 1960, 
namely: 

In the notification of the Government of India in the 
Ministry of Health & Family Welfare number S.O. 3325(E) 
dated the 6th November, 2013 and amendments thereto, 


after the last entry and entry relating thereto, the following 
shall be inserted, namely: 


S.No. Name of the 
University 

Details of the Elected 
Member 

Mode of 
Election 

44. Baba Farid 

Prof. Dr. Raj Bahadur, 

Elected 

University of 

Vice Chancellor, Baba 

unanimously 

Health Sciences, 

Farid University of 

by Senate. 

Faridkot, 

Health Sciences, 


Punjab 

Faridkot, Punjab 



[No. V. 11013/02/2015-MEP-I] 
AMIT BISWAS, Under Secy. 


Foot Note: The principal notification was publish in the 
Gazette of India vide number S.O. 138 dated the 9 th January, 
1960 and was last amended vide Indian Medical Council 
(Amendment) Second Ordinance, 2013 (11 of 2013). 


P't + IB 

illferit, 15 2015 

^.311. 1036.—i3.d<(SKI P't-JilB O'yidil 
^yi/IIBpH'* pHhWlf^ilFT^PHHPdPlsId 

<+i9fd9, 80% 3iP?i^ siPtq^nM 3fk c(,4diP<4f 

^ W ^ %1TI t, ^ TUfiJM (tN ^ 

y4ldH[^Pdl3.y4ly) fwi 1976 (iT81T'?Rtf4cri987) 
^fwT 10^ 3ypHAiH (4) ^3i^3iPsrqf%Rr^3T#t: 

siPwr (ij>3To)-2 ^ <+ii|fd9, 
efl^ f^WT, 

^o-q[o3^o yRyc^H^ ^ITR ZFIT ^ 

anfWTT II^, 

11^111-800 025 

[Tpyo 11017/1/2013 
^^mfiieii, (?i^ P^chiB) 

MINISTRY OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

New Delhi, the 15th May, 2015 

S.O. 1036. —In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of rule 10 of 
Official Language (Use for official purpose of the Union) 
Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notified the 
following office of the Central Public Works Department, 
Ministry of Urban Development, where more than 80% of 
officers/employees have attained working knowledge of 
Hindi: 

Office of the Chief Engineer (EZ)-II 
Central Public Works Department, 

GPO Complex, Near Rajiv Nagar Police Station, 
Ashiyana Digha Road, 

Patna-800 025 

[F. No. E-11017/1/2013-Hindi] 
DURGASHANKERMISHRA, Addl. Secy. (UD) 
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<=bK'l11<i<=bl4 

14 2015 

^.3Tr. 1037.—'^^ (7k k ?irakk 

TPkpfl kfkTTPrm) 1976 kfkFT 10 (4) k 

sr^TTOJi ^ <+KMlk ^ k 3kkr kkqk sRki 

srkRTTnr 80. srfkF 4 i 4^|R41‘ 4 kk ^ 

<4)i47ii«ra' w ^ kPTT t, srkqfkr 11 

[7i°^-11016/l/2010-f|4t] 
^■qioT, Ttg^Tik^ 

MINISTRY OF CORPORATE AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1037. —In pursuance of Sub-Rule (4) of Rule 10 of 
the Official Language (use for Official Purposes of the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies 
Competition Appellate Tribunal, under Ministry of 
Corporate Affairs, wherein more than 80% staff members 
have acquired working knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. E-11016/1/2010-Hindi] 
SURESHPAL,Jt. Secy. 

?!R3Tk4^PTR 45|M4 
12 2015 

W.3Tr. 1038.—kkk717^, <4)4 ^k 1 Tpq#fTT srfkWT, 
1948 ( 1948 ^ 34) kt tTTI 91-^ k 7IT81 kkl ?417I 88 ^ 
71^ kkuff ^ -gkT ^ fT iJ.d<4^SKI 4717? fk^TTlPT 
?k^k7TT?^(7T fTTfP^^ (Tlk ) k 

<+KlsllHl/7SimT3Tf k fkfkl 4 i 4^|R4I kf ^ 3lkfWT k 

Track^r^Tl^^TTcfttl^^, 30 2015 7fT3:^^kt 

3lk4k%T3; 771^714? I 

2 . ^3^ ^ rHHPdRsId k 3l4k t; Slkcl^:— 

( 1) ■'jkWTSlFRT fkk <+4 ^k 1 PdiflRld f, T747 <Rl7ti< 
7#4t, f47i4 ^ WTi =h4^iR41 k ^ 3fR 

fkn4^n44; 

(2) <4)4^k 1 dxb 3lkRFrfTk3T4k 

kft w ^374 714 fkikl ■qk k %T 4 ^ 

3lk7J^?17l4tk^^71^^414 ktclTTRlTf^ 

Tkrf 3iw4 k 31T?4R w: 4r ^ t; 

(3) ^7fra3ik4k%T, qRchllaifwLqf^^fkq; 
^ ^ 4f, 74 4 ^iqTT ^ fkq; ^n44; 

(4) ^ ^q71Il4/7«lTTqT q7Tf44ui^^ 3lk4 kt ^NTl 
Riodi 4l<H^chKidi4/75iTqqTTi^3iMkw (kk 
?7T4 ^Tlk ■q?^^3lk4 w t) 944014 SIT 


474 f4^7f4k, 4k 7n?N 4 3k 474 kkfeqf Tifk 
kn k <+4 ^k 1 TpsT kki (Tn^nm) krfkrq, 1950 
k 31441 kr^3ik4kt 4Nd 4d13i4ki7rk7484; 

(5) fqTFT^^ <h4^l47I^kk3lf4fWTkttll7I45 
(1) k 31441 Id^dd RhOI 041 Pdll^ 
^ fTTo ^ fn fqfki Tfrfyqpr kk -q^suTt; 

(i) ?117I44kt^-tll7I(l)k31?kl,^3lk4kt 
^RTikk P^’Rl Pooiui kt PoPyiPeq? kf TicdiPqd 
^174 k yol'ddk; 31«1^ 

(ii) ^ 344f4fki7r ^174 k 7 ptUfit 4 % <+4^i(l 
<M 41hI (TlTWq) PoPdOO, 1950?17r^81T3l4k7r 
Tfk^i 347 344^71 ^3ik4 k %q; Tit t 4 4 
■qT'qk;'^! 

(iii) ^ 344PdR^d ^ k ytl'ddk fk di4^Kl, 
Pdtl'dd) ?17I f44 TT ^ wkf k[, fklk 
q^doduy ^ 3iP?i7j;EFiTk 31441^4? ^7# 
%, ■q^ 4 3ft7 ^73 7N 4 ■qrt qn qqi 
^31Tt"qTq4f;'qT 

(iv) ^ 344PdP^dd qiTt k ytlddisf fk qn 3ik4 

k kiTH, qR dib-hiusiit k Tkq 4 344fkrq 
k qqkq 71^ 4,44 ftikf qq44t qq 3i^qT7Fi 
Rhoi uoi sq qi d4I, Ri^RiRsid =t)i4 qiTt k 
ftnTTUIWtPTT:— 

(qi) Timq qi 3117F1 ftkURi 4 3 i 4^ qqqi fti 
q4 474 RPRiik 4 f44 qqkwfqk^qi 

qi 31R -q^tuk 31Mtfqc(, oq^dl t; 3T8R1 

(H) 44 7RH qi 31T7F1 PHtlddi k 3lPq4lqT#l, 
Pchifl <hKidit, Tsqqqi, <diiqidqqT3iR-qf4i7 
4 fti74 4t qfkr TPR qr Tiki qiiTiT 347 
qnk qqik 4 3 i44t qiTqT % Rfepif 

k Pdtldd 347 0'd<^4 k TkPT 4 TRpqTl 
44 347 31R dTdltd, 44 

M w qi 31R -qqtiTk k tit^ qR 
347 qqq4 RTt 4 r 474 rpritc? 4 
f44 4 3iR7qqi TR^ t; R 

(q) qRqR31T71Rf44URiq4,Rlk3lpqqRf 

^ 4r^ kt, R 44 fti74 RftTi Ri, 4i 44 

RlTint, TSTTqqr, RRfTR qT3Rl-qf77174 
qRT RTTT fkRTT R7t RT ^gR^ R17H 
tftiq^RkRkt, ■qk^RRT;^! 

(q) 44qq71§4, TsqqR, RRf7RR31Rqf4q 
4 Tit Ri; ftkt 7f47R, km, q# R 3 rt 
dTdltdRtddod kK<+<dlRRg7H#lT; 

(R) qsqfqqffTTi3 ri i^ipckiti rttrrrrti 
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6 . 

3ftT cR ^ 3f%WT ^ ^ tl Trgfer ^ #ft 

tFltl 

pi° TTT°-38014/12/2013/-'TW-I] 

3T5PTT#i^, 

MENKTRYOFLABOURAND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 12th May, 2015 

S.O. 1038. —In exercise of the power conferred by 
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948(34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby exempts the regular employees of factories/ 
establishments of M/s Hindustan Insecticides Ltd. (All 
units) from the operation of the said Act. The exemption 
shall be effective w.e.f. 30.05.2015 for a period of one year. 

2. The above exemption is subject to the following 
conditions namely:— 

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the 
employees are employed shall maintain a register 
showing the name and designations of the 
exempted employees'; 

(2) Notwithstanding this exemption, the employees 
shall continue to receive such benefits under the 
said Act to which they might have become entitled 
to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to 
the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, if 
already paid, shall not be refundable; 

(4) The employer of the said factory/establishment 
shall submit in respect of the period during which 
that factory was subject to the operation of the 
said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), 
such returns in such forms and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the 
period under the Employees' State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) Any Social Security Officer appointed by the 
Corporation under Sub-Section (1) of Section 45 
of the said ESI Act or other official of the 
Corporation authorized in this behalf by it, shall, 
for the purpose of:— 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in any 
returned submitted under sub-section (1) of 
section 44 for the said period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and records 
were maintained as required by the 
Employees' State Insurance (General) 
Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 


(iii) Ascertaining whether the employees 
continue to be entitled to benefits provided 
by the employer in cash and kind being 
benefits in consideration of which exemption 
is being granted under this notification; or 

(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the provisions 
of the Act had been complied with during 
the period when such provisions were in 
force in relation to the said factory to be 
empowered to: 

(a) require the principal or immediate 
employer to him such information as he 
may consider necessary for the purpose 
of this Act; or 

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or imediate 
employer at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to examine 
accounts, books and other documents 
relating to the employment of personal 
and payment of wages or to furnish to 
him such information as be may consider 
necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or immediate 
employer, his agent or servant, or any 
person found in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
or any person whom the said inspector 
or other official has reasonable cause to 
believe to have been an employee; or 

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any 
register, account book or other 
document maintained in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises; 

(e) exercise such other powers as may be 
prescribed. 

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the 
exemption granted shall become automoatically cancelled 
and then the new entity will have to approach the 
appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No.S-38014/12/2013-SS-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 

13 2015 

^.311. 1039.—4)4^k 1 <Ui| 4l9l srfqfWT, 
1948 (1948 ^ 34) ^ tlRI 91^ ^ '9^1 SJRT 88 ^ 

(fr^) (TT’ft ^ 
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<+4^iR4f ^ f?T stMwt ^ ^ 11 ^ 

27^, 2015'4T3:^^^sraf?q^%T3;WT^T|TTti 

2 . ^3^ ^ rHHPdRsId ^Tcff ^ ST#! t; 318lf^:— 

(1) ■'pfei 75TFR f^ra4 <+4 ^k 1 PHifin^d t, 1331 <RlW< 

T#4t, f^rarf ^ ci)4^iR4f ^ ^ afk 

( 2 ) ch4^i(l 3ckt srMwT^sr^Ri 

4:4t 3rgf^??T4 w Tt4 f^Fra4 ■qr^ ^ %T3; ^ ^ 

34iRj^ ^ ^ 7]^ ^ ^-q^ ^ cirRi ^ 

3iwfl ^ 31TRR -qr ff ^ t; 

( 3 ) ^■qra3iRfR^%T3;, iiRci)1^34wr'q^#%T3; 
^ ^ cfl ^ RTOT ^ %T3; ^5 Tt44; 

( 4 ) ^ 3 ^ doKlsIl^/WRTT^ Rill^do ^ 

4th ^ ^truRt/tshht w : srRqRm 

(144 ^ ^T14 ■q^HH SHTR w "HIT t) th4ith 

m 441 Rl'=Kru|i|i, 3fR 441 RlRlMl 

4tt 4l <+4 ^k1 thr 4Rtt (TnRirw) f4Rm, 1950 

4 strRt ^ shRt 41 RHci 44 3T44cr 44 

4; 

( 5 ) Rhr ?ri^ <+ 4 ^ 1(1 Tpq 4 rt srfRRm 41 rtti 
45 41 Hq-RRi (1)4 strRt Rrgqq 14^1 rrt 4lf 

yWlRddi 344^41 RT RrRT RR fR f44R 

■qilRdid r4 3RR RRRrI; 

(i) RRT 44 rUrR-RRI (1) 4 3TR1r, RRR STRfR 

41 RiRR 4 R^ 1441 Irrtr 4114444 4l 

TRRlfqR RR4 4 q4l^dl4; 3TRRT 

(ii) R^ 34 r144h rr4 4 rr1rrt 4 14 di4Ri(l, 

<M 41hI (TURRR) RlPdilH, 1950?RrRRT34P^ 

44rt 3fR 34 r4t§ RRR sTRpR 4 Ihr; rI RTT ^ 

RTr41;RT 

(iii) R^ 34444 h rr4 4 rr1rrt4 14rr1rr1, 
144rri ?ri 1^ rr; rr rrr4 rH, 14r 4 
RRRRRR ^ srfRTJRRT 4 3 i4r ^ 4 RT t41 
4 RRH 4 3fR RT5 RR 4 Rl4 RR '^RHR RRT 
^3Rt'RTR41;RT 

(iv) r^3444^rr44r4rht414rtt strPr 

4 4th, hr rrr rrrit4 4 ttrr 4 344rrr 
4 RqRR 4 R^ 4, 44 144 RqR4 RR SI^qRB 
14 rT RRT RT RT r 4, PlMprlPad RR4 RR4 4 
1 hr;ti?irr4rt:— 

(RT) RRH RT 31RFT IrrIRRT 4 344 RRRT14 
R^ r4 44 rhrrtI 4144 Rq4RR M^rt 

RT 3RR RRRt 4 3TTRRRRT HH^dl t; RRRT 


(TI) 44 RRH RT 3TTTTH Ph4m<+ 4, 3t1r4iR14r, 
14tt1rrrii4, TRTRRT, rrrIhrrt 3RRR14tT 
41441 4 4rR TTRR RT r4rT RRHT 34t 
RTT 4 RRT4 4 Rf 3 t 4^ RTTRT14 Rf ^t14i4 
4 PhrIrh 3t1t rr^ 4 ttrir 4 ttrPrr 
44 4tit, r14r, 3t1t 3TH rtrt4r, 44 
144^ RT 3TH RRRt4 4 TTR^ RT^ r4 
3t1t rr41 r4^ rr4 4 rt 441 rhrr 4 4 
144 4 3TTRHTRT TTR^ t; RT 

(R) RRHRT 3TTTTH PdRlRch rH, RR4 3TpRRRlf 

RT 4rrt r4, RT 441441^t14t r 4, 4l 44 
rrttit4, trtrrt, rrrIhr RT 3TR rItttt 4 
RTRT RTR, R^ 1r?RTR RTT4 RR yPdd^dd 
RRTRt14R^RRlRT4t, r4^RTTRT;RT 

(R) 44RR!T§t4, TRTRRT, RRR1hRRT3TRR1tTTT 
4 ttI RR 1441 t14trt, 4tit, r# RT 3tr 
RTRT4r r 11 RRHT tRR RTTRT RT R^gTRT #TT; 

(4) RRTIrPrIItr 3TH 44l4 RR RRIR RTTRTI 

6. 1r1r4?t/1rr41rrrt 4 rtr4 4 rrh 43 trr: t^ 4 
RTRrI 4k RR RR rIrWT 4l ^ TrgiRR TTTRRT rH 3T^;r1r 
#44411 

[4° R)Fr-38014/05/2014-R:TrR)Fr-I] 
3TRRR1 hRT, 3trttt1rr 

New Delhi, the 13th May, 2015 

S.O. 1039.— In exercise of the power conferred by 
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby exempts the regular employees of factories/ 
estibalishments of M/s. Indian Farmers Fertiliser Co¬ 
operative Ltd. (IFFCO), (All Units/offices) from the 
operation of the said Act. 

The exemption shall be effective w.e.f. 27.06.2015 for a 
period of one year. 

(2) the above exemption is subject to the following 
conditions namely:— 

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the 
employees are employed shall maintain a register 
showing the name and designation of the 
exempted employees'; 

(2) Notwithstanding this exemption, the employees 
shall continue to receive such benefits under the 
said Act to which they might have become entitled 
to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to 
the date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, if 
already paid, shall not be refundable; 


























































































































2234 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(4) The employer of the said factory/establishment 
shall submit in respect of the period during which 
that factory was subject to the operation of the 
said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), 
such returns in such forms and containing such 
particulars as were due from in it respect of the 
said period under the Employees' State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) Any Social Security Officer appointed by the 
Corporation under Sub-section (1) of Section 45 
of the said ESI Act or other official of the 
Corporation authorized in this behalf by it, shall, 
for the purpose of:— 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in any 
returned submitted under sub-Section (1) of 
Section 44 for the said period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and records 
were maintained as required by the 
Employees' State Insurance (General) 
Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(iii) Ascertaining whether the employees 
continue to be entitled to benefits provided 
by the employer in cash and king being 
benefits in consideration of which exemption 
is being granted under this notification; or 

(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the provisions 
of the Act had been complied with during the 
period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said factory to be empowered 
to: 

(a) require the principal or immediate 
employer to him such information as he 
may consider necessary for the purpose 
of this Act; or 

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal of immediate 
employer at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to examine 
accounts, books and other documents 
relating to the employment of personal 
and payment of wages or to furnish to 
him such information as he may consider 
necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or immediate 
employer, his agent or servant, or any 
person found in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
or any person whom the said inspector 


or other official has resonable cause to 
believe to have been an employee; or 

(d) make copies of or take extracts from any 
register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, establishment 
office, or other premises; 

(e) exercise such other powers as may be 
prescribed. 

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the 
exemption granted shall become automatically cancelled 
and then the new entity will have to approach the 
appropriate Government for exemption. 

[No.S-38014/05/2014-SS-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 
14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1040. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby published the award (I.D. NO. 385/2005) of the 
Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 2, 
Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in replation to the 
management of the Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 14/5/2015. 

[No. L-40012/31/2005-IR(DU)] 
P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. No. 385/2005 
Registered on 19.8.2005 

Sh. Sarabjit Singh. S/o Sh. Gurdip Singh, resident of Village 
Chahal, PO. Tehna, Distt. Faridkot. 


...Petitioner 
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Versus 

1. General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 
Ferozepur. 

2. Union of India, through Secretary, Ministry of 
Communications, Deptt. of Telecom Services, Sanchar 
Bhawan, New Delhi. 

...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the workman Sh. Arun Batra, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. G.C. Babbar, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 13.4.2015 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/31/ 
2005 IR(DU) Dated 22.7.2005, by exercising its powers under 
Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to 
as 'Act') has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudicaiton to this Tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Telecommunication known as Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Ltd., Ferozepur in the terminating the services of 
Sh. Sarabjit Singh, S/o Sh. Gurdip Singh, Ex-Driver, 
w.e.f. 1.6.1999 by violating the provisions of ID Act 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date?" 

In response to the notice, the workman appeared and 
submitted statement of claim pleading that he was employed 
as Driver from 2.3.1998 to 31.5.1999 in the Office of SDO(T) 
Faridkot on Vehicle No. PB-04D- 7558 and was paid 
Rs. 1560/- per month. He was issued identity card and paid 
wages on ACG-17. His attendence was marked in the 
attendance register. His services were terminated on 
31.5.1999 without service of notice or payment of any 
retrenchment componsation. After termination of his 
services, new hands were employed. His termination being 
illegal, he be reinstated in service. 

The respondent department did not file written 
statement but filed a reply which it earlier filed in an 
application under Section33(c) (2) of the Act. It is pleaded 
that the workman was not directly engaged by the 
management nor was paid any wages. Department entered 
into a contract with the contractor for managing the petty 
jobs on need basis and the department used to make the 
payment to the contractor. That the workman may have 
been engaged by the contractor. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead their evidence. 

In support of its case the workman appeared in the 
withness box and filed his affidavit reiterating the case as 
set out in the claim petition. 


On the other hand the management has examined Shri 
Shamsher Bahadur, who filed his affidavit reiterating the 
stand taken in its reply filed under Section 33(c)(2) of the 
Act. 

It may be added that the respondent management moved 
an application seeking permission to replace the written 
statement and its application was declined vide detailed 
order dated 20.5.2014. 

I have heard Sh. Arun Batra, counsel for the workman 
and Sh. GC. Babbar for the management. 

It was argued by Mr. G.C. Babbar, counsel for the 
management that there was no relationship of employer 
and employee between the parties and the management 
has given a contract to the contractor for managing the 
petty jobs and the workman was never its employee and 
therefore he is not entitled to any relief. 

It may be added that the case of the workman is that he 
was employeed by the management as driver for the period 
2.3.1998 to 31.5.1999 and this fact is denied by the 
respondent management. In order to prove his case, the 
workman has relied on photocopy of the identity card 
WW2/1 which is issued by the DET Earidkot mentioning 
therein the date of issuance on 1.4.1999 and expiry on 
31.3.2000. It is in the knowledge of the management who 
was posted as DET in the days when this identity card was 
issued but no one has been examined by the department to 
belief the issuance of the identity card. It is clearly 
mentioned therein that the workman was working as a lorry 
driver. The workman has again placed on record a 
photocopy of the logbook from 2.3.1998 to 7.5.1999 and 
the vehicle number mentioned therein PB04D7558 and it 
bear initial of officers of the respondent management. But 
again the respondent management did not dare of examine 
any of the persons who were posted at the relevant time to 
establish that the workman was working with the 
department as an employee of the department, or the 
contractor. Again the definite case of the respondent 
management is that it has given a contract to the contractor 
to provide labour for petty jobs and the payment was 
directly made to the contractor but again the management 
has failed to examine the contractor to establish that the 
workman was the man of the contractor and not of the 
department. In view of the identity card Exh bit WW2/1 
and the copy of the logbook WW2/2, it was incumbent 
upon the respondent management to lead cogent evidence 
to prove that the workman was not its employee but was of 
the contractor and the bare statement of Sh. Shamsher 
Bahadur who was not posted at the relevant station at the 
relevant time is of no help to the department. Rather the 
documents placed on the file coupled with the statement 
of workman probablize his case that he was employed by 
the respondent department where he worked from 2.3.1998 
to 31.5.1999 and his services were terminated on 31.5.1999 
without payment of any retrenchment compensation. 
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The respondent department is a statutory body and 
has its rules and regulations for employing the persons 
but nothing has come on the file that the workman was 
employed by following any procedure by the department. 
Therefore, in the circumstances, reinstatement of the 
workman cannot be ordered. However he is to be given 
compensation for termination of his services which were 
terminated without payment of any retrenchment 
compensation. He worked for more than a year with the 
department and according to him, as deposed during cross- 
examination, his salary was Rs. 1200/- per month. The 
workman has to be given compensation in lieu of one 
month's notice and 15 days' salary for each completed year. 
The services of the workman were terminated in the year 
1999. Considering the entirety of the circumstances and by 
doing the guess work, the workman is awarded Rs. 50000/- 
as just compensation. 

In result, the reference is answered holding the action 
of the management in terminating the services of the 
workman is not legal and justified and he is awarded Rs. 
50000/- as compensation and the respondents shall pay 
the same to him within two months of the publication of 
the award filing which workman shall be entitled to 9 per 
cent interest from the date of the award till realization on 
the awarded amount. Let hard and soft copy of the award 
be sent to the Central Government for information and 
further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

14 2015 

^.3Tr. 1041.—Ido 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1041. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Govenment 
hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 384/2005) of the 
Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. No. 
2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of the Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workmen, which has received by the Central 
Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-40012/32/2005-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOWRNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. No. 384/2005 
Registered on 19.8.2005 

Sh. Sarwan Kumar, s/o Sh. Amar Nath, resident of Village 
Jalowal, PO. Bhunga, Distt. Hoshiarpur. 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

1. General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 
Ferozepur. 

2. Union of India, through Secretary Ministry of 
Communications, Deptt. of Telecom Services, 
Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi. 

...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the workman Sh. Arun B atra, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. G. C. Babbar, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 13.4.2015 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/32/ 
2005 IR(DU) Dated 22.7.2005, by exercising its powers under 
Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) and sub-section (2-A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Hereinafter referred to 
as 'Act') has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Telecommunication Known as Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Ltd., Ferozepur in the terminating the services of 
Sh. Sarwan Kumar, S/o Sh. Amar Nath, Ex-Driver, w.e.f. 
16.4.1999 by violating the provision of ID Act is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date?" 

In response to the notice, the workman appeared and 
submitted statement of claim pleading that he was employed 
as Driver form 16.5.1995 to 31.3.1997 in the Office of SDO(T) 
Kotkapura on Vehicle No. PB-04D-7558 and from 1.4.1997 
to 15.4.1999 in the Office of SDO(T), Muktsar on vehicle 
No. PB30A0576 and was paid Rs. 1560/- per month. He was 
issued identity card and paid wages on ACG-17. His 
attandance was marked in the attendance register. His 
services were terminated on 16.4.1999 without service of 
notice or payment of any retrenchment compensation. After 
termination of his services, new hands were employed. His 
termination was illegal, he be reinstated in service. 

The respondent department did not file written 
statement but filed a copy of reply which it earler filed in an 
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application under Section 33(c)(2) of the Act as its written 
statement. It is pleaded that the workman was not directly 
engaged by the management nor was paid any wages. 
Department entered into a contract with the contractor for 
managing the petty jobs on need basis and the department 
used to make the payment to the contractor. That the 
workman may have been engaged by the contractor. 

Parties were given opportunity to lead their evidence. 

In support of its case the workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed his affidavit reiterating the case as 
set out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand the management has examined Sh. 
Gurdeep Singh and Sh. P.D. Kansal who filed their affidavits 
reiterating the stand taken in their reply filed under Section 
33(c)(2) of the Act. 

It may be added that the respondent management moved 
an application seeking permission to replace the written 
statement and its application was declined vide detailed 
order dated 20.5.2014. 

I have heard sh. Arun Batra, counsel for the workman 
and Sh. G.C. Babbar for the management. 

It was argued by Mr. GC. Babbar, counsel for the 
management that there was no relationship of employer 
and employee between the parties and the management 
has given a contract to the contractor for managing the 
petty jobs and the workman was never its employee and 
therefore he is not entitled to any relief. 

It may be added that the case of the workan is that he 
was employed as Driver by the management for the period 
16.5.1995 to 31.3.1997 at Kotkapura and then from 1.4.997 
to 15.4.1999 at Muktsar for driving different vehicles. The 
workman while appearing in the witness box has supported 
these assertions. He has also relied on the certificates dated 
31.3.1997 WWl/2, dated 17.4.1998 WWl/3 and a certificate 
WWl/4 being issued by the SDO concerned wherein, it 
was certified by them that the workman worked as Lorry 
Driver at Kotkapura from 16.5.1995 to 31.3.1997 and at 
Muktsar from 12.5.1997 to 15.4.1999. The department has 
examined Sh. P.D. Kansal who did not identify the signature 
of officer of the department appearing on the certificates. 
But it is in the knowledge of the department who were 
posted as SDO during the relevant period at Kotkapura 
and Muktsar and they have not been examined by the 
department to controvert the authenticity of the said 
certificates. These certificates gone a long way to prove 
that the workman worked as a lorry driver during the 
period in question. 

Again there is a certificate WW1/9 issued by the Junior 
Telecom Officer, Kotkapura for having received logbook 
for the period 16.11.1995 to 31.3.1997 from the workman. 
Again a certificate dated 2.9.1998 Exhibit WWl/6 shows 
that logbook was received for the period 31.3.1998 to 


31.8.1998 by the SDO (Phone), Muktsar and a logbook for 
the period 9.5.1997 to 31.1.1998 was received by the SDO 
as per certificate Exhibit WW 1/5 from the workman. These 
documents were proved by the workman while appearing 
in the witness box but the department did not dare to deny 
the correctness of these documents by examining any of 
the persons who were posted in the office at the relevant 
time. These documents further prove the case of the worker 
that he was engaged as a driver by the respondent 
department during the period in question, and otherwise, 
logbook would not have been received from him. 

No doubt, Gurpreet Singh and P.D. Kansal have 
reiterated the stand of the management but their statements 
are of the no help to the department as they were not posted 
at the relevant station at the relevant time. The case of the 
management is that they have given the work to the 
contractor and the workman may be a person of the 
contractor. The fact is not again proved by the management 
by examining the contractor and in the absence of this 
evidence, it cannot be said that he was the man of the 
contractor much less in the presence of the certificates 
discussed above. Thus, it is to be held that he was engaged 
by the respondent management. 

The workman was engaged as driver by the respondent 
management from 16.5.1995 to 15.4.1999. His services were 
terminated with serving any notice or payment of any 
retrenchment compensation and therefore the termination 
of his services are not legal. 

The respondent department is a statutory body and 
has its rules and reglations for employing the persons but 
nothing has come on the file that the workman was 
employed by the following any procedure by the 
department. Therefore, in the circumstances, reinstatement 
of the workman cannot be ordered, however he is to be 
given compensation for termination of his services which 
were terminated without payment of any retrenchment 
compensation. He worked for several years with the 
department and according to him. as deposed during cross- 
examination, his salary was Rs. 1560/- per month. The 
workman was to be given compensation in lieu of one 
month's notice and 15 days' salary for each completed year. 
The services for the workman were terminated in the year 
1999. Considering the entirety of the circumstances and by 
doing the guess work, the workman is awarded Rs. 1,00,000/- 
as just compensation. 

In result, the reference is answered holding that action 
of the management in terminating the services of the 
workman is not legal and justified and he is awarded 
Rs. 1,00,000/- as compensation and the respondent shall 
pay the same to him within two months of the publication 
of the award filing which workman shall be entitled to 9 per 
cent interest from the date of the award till relization on the 
awarded amount. Let hard and soft copy of the award be 
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sent to the Central Government for information and further 
necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1042. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 241/2012) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the Gulf Securities, Gurgaon and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-14012/18/2011-IR(DU)] 
P.K.VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

INTHE CENRTALGOVERNMENTINDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. No. 241/2012 
Registered on 23.4.2012 

Shri Karnail Singh, R/o Village Syamtoo, PO Rattewali, 
Tehsil and District Panchkula, Haryana. 

...Petitioner 


Versus 

The Propreitor/Manager M/s Gulf Securities, W-112 
Regency Parki-4 DEE Ciry, Gurgaon, Haryana. 

...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the workman Ex parte. 

For the Management Sh. PK. Longia, Adv. 

AWARD 
Passed on 28.4.15 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-14012/18/ 
2011-IR (DU) Dated 6.2.2012, by exercising its powers under 


Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and Sub-section (2-A) 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to 
as 'Act') has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the management M/s Gulf 
Securities, Gurgaon, a contractor of TBRL(DRDO) 
Chandigarh in terminating the services of Sh. Karnail 
Singh S/oSh.Chajju Ram vue./ 17.4.2011 is legal and 
justified? What relief the workman is entitled to?" 

The workman submitted statement of claim pleading 
that he was engaged by the respondent on 22.5.2010 and 
he performed his duties successfully. His pay was Rs. 6111/ 
- per month. He asked for leave which annoyed the Senior 
Security Officer, TBRL, Ramgarh Range who refused to 
allow him to work on 18.4.2011. Thereafter he was not 
allowed to perform his duties and thus his services were 
terminated without paying him any retrenchment 
compensation as well the persons junior to him were 
retained in service. Since his termination is illegal, he be 
reinstated in service. 

Respondent No. 1 filed written statement pleading that 
it was given contract for maintaing security for a period of 
one year from 17.5.2010 to 16.5.2011 which was to be 
extended for three years and the contract has come to an 
end on 16.5.2003. That the workman was engaged on 
contract basis on 22.5.2010 for less than one year. However, 
he abandoned the job on 17.4.2011 and never reported for 
duty. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead their evidence. 

The workman availed several opportunities but did not 
lead any evidence. He was proceeded against ex parte 
vide order dated 26.2.2015. 

Counsel for the respondent closed his evidence. 

I have heard Sh. P.L. Longia, counsel for the 
management. 

It may be added at the outset that workman earlier also 
agitated the matter and the Government referred the dispute 
vide Notification [No. L-14012/19/2011 (IR(DU)] dated 
8.2.2012. This reference was dismissed by the Court vide 
order dated 10.10.2012 as workman failed to appear there 
as is clear from the copy of the order placed on the file. 
When the dispute between the parties had already been 
referred and decided by the Court, the present reference is 
not maintainable. 

It is the case of the workman that he was not allowed to 
do his duty on and after 18.4.2011 but no evidence has 
been led by him in support of his issue and in the view of 
the definite case of the respondent that he abandoned 
the job after 17.4.2011 cannot be disbelieved and it cannot 
be said that it is a case where retrenchment compensation 
was to be paid to the workman. 
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It result, the reference is answered holding that the 
services of the workman were not terminated by the 
respondent and he is not entitled to any relief. Let hard and 
soft copy of the award be sent to the Central Government 
for information and further necessary action. 

KEWALKRISHAN, Presiding Officer. 

11 2015 
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New Delhi, the 11th May, 2015 

S.0.1043. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 13/2015) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of the Heavy Alloy Penetrator Project (MoD) 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 8/05/2015. 

[No. 42011/133/2014-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Monday, the 27 th April, 2015 
Present : K.P Prasanna Kumari, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 13/2015 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Heavy Alloys Penetrator Project 
(Ministry of Defence) and Two Others and their workman] 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, HAPP : 1st Party/ 

Contract Thozhilalar Sangam Petitioner Union 

1/594, Pallivasal street, 

Poolangudi Colony, HAPP Post 
Trichy-620025 


AND 

1. The General Manager 
Heavy Alloy Penetrator 
Project (MoD) 

Trichirappalli-620025 

2. Sri Palanivel (Contractor) 

M/s Vannam Contractor 
H-91, Anna Nagar 
Trichy 620026 

1. Sri S. Ramachandran 
(Contractor) 

M/s Sree Security Services, 

Pudukottai Main Road 
Anna Nagar, Mathur Post, 

Pudukottai District 
TamilNadu-622001 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner Union : Sri D. Muthukumar, 

Advocate 

For the 2nd Party/1st Respondent : SriAAshokKumar 

ACGSC 

For the 2nd Party/2nd Respondent : Set Ex-parte 
For the 2nd Party/3rd Respondent : Set Ex-parte 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-42011/133/2014-IR (DU) 
dated 19.01.2015 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

"Whether the demand of the Union seking higher 
wages to the contract labourers working in the 
establishment of HAPP is legal and justified? If so, 
to what relief the concerned workmen are entitled 
to?" 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has 
numbered it as ID 13/2015 and notice was issued to both 
sides. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
counsel. 

3. The dispute has come up for hearing for the first time 
on 12.02.2015. The petitioner has entered appearance on 
the that day itself. After the first hearing date the case was 
repeatedly posted for filling Claim Statement and 
documents on the side of the petitioner. In spite of six 
postings and two and half months having lapsed the 
petitioner has not filed even the Claim Statement. The 
Petitioner seems to be too negligent in proceeding with 
the case. In the absense of any material the case is to be 
disposed without considering it on merits. 

The reference is answered against the petitioner. 

An award is passed accordingly. 


2nd Party/1st 
Respondent 


2nd Party/1st 
Respondent 


2nd Party/3rd 
Respondent 
































2240 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


(Dictated to the RA. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 27th April, 2015. 

K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined 


For the 1 st Party/Petitioner 

None 

For the 2nd Party/1st, 2nd and 


3rd Management 

None 

Document Marked: 


On the petitioner's side 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Nil 



On the petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Nil 

11 2015 


CRNo. 49/2009 

I Party IlParty 


The President 

Manipal University Mazdoor 
Union, C/o BMS Office, Felix 
Pai Bazar, 

Mangalore - 575 001. 


Registrar, 

Manipal University, 
Madhav Nagar, 
Manipal-576 104 


Appearances: 

I Party : Smt. H. Mangalamba Rao 

Authorised Representative 

IlParty Sh.KSBhat 

Advocate 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-42012/31/ 
2009-IR(DU) Dated 06.10.2009 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 
2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has 
made this reference for adjudication with following Schedule: 


^.3Tr. 1044.—3ikini=b srftqfWT 1947 (1947 

^ 14 ) ^ tiro 17 ^ aiJFTW ^ 

hPuNId ^ ^ 3ik ^ 

#Ef, sTklHl'* 

9[TT -A||i|Hi|, (Tl^^TRSlTTltsrR^. 

49/2009)^ y<+lR(ld t, ^^ 08/05/2015 
^ W<r 1 31T «1T I 

[#■ 0 :^- 42012 / 31 / 2009 - 31113 ^ (^)] 
■qjo %ijTTpn^^ 3lf?l^ 

New Delhi, the 11 th May, 2015 

S.O. 1044. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (I.D CR No.49/2009) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court, 
Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employees in relation to the 
management of the Manipal University, Manipal and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 08/05/2015. 

[No. L-42012/31/2009-IR(DU)] 
PK. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 13th April, 2015 

Present : Shri S N Navalgund, Presiding Officer 


SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of the 
Registrar, Manipal University in terminating the 
services of their workman Smt. Sabitha Poojarthy 
w.e.f. 28/07/2006 is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief the workman is entitled to?" 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in CR 
49/2009 when notices were issued to both the parties the 
I Party entered appearance through Smt. H Mangalamba 
Rao, President, MAHE Mazdoor Union and II Party entered 
appearance through Sh. K S Bhat, Advocate and I Party 
filed claim statement on 03.11.2009, whereas, the II Party 
filed the counter statement on 23.06.2010. 

3. The I Party in her claim statement besides contending 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer was not based on 
evidence and that the punishment imposed is 
disproportionate since also contended the enquiry 
conducted was bad for non-payment of full subsistence 
allowance while raising a Preliminary Issue as to "Whether 
the Domestic Enquiry held against the I Party by the II 
Party is fair and proper?" after receiving the evidence 
adduced by both the sides and hearing their learned 
advocates by Order dated 04.07.2012 the said issue came 
to be answered in favour of the II party i.e., the Domestic 
Enquiry held against the I Party by the II Party is fair and 
proper. Then the I Party Authorised Reresentative while 
filling the affidavits of the Sabitha/I Party workman and 
Sh. Purushotam, General Secretary of the I Party Union on 
the Point of Victimization and unemployment examined them 
on oath as WW 1 (V) and WW 2 (V) and arguments 
addressed by both the sides were heard. 
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4. The briefs facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

5. Smt. Sabitha Poojarthy (hereinafter after referred as 
I Party Workman) who was appointed as Junior General 
Worker by order dated 24.08.2001/Ex P-6 on complaint by 
Warden of the Hostel and others while issuing a Show 
Cause Notices, on her reply of denial being not satisfied 
with the same the Chief Warden while issuing a Memo/Ex 
P-24 on her reply of denial keeping her under suspension 
through Memo dated 28.01.2004/Ex P-25 by appointment 
Sh. K S N Adiga as Enquiry Officer and Sh. Suresh Shetty 
as Presenting Officer a Domestic Enquiry was held and 
Enquiry Officer while observing the formalities of 
preliminary hearing recording evidence of Prof. Dr. Annie 
Shirwaiker and Sh. A S Sohal as PW 1 and PW 2 exhibiting 
Ex P-1 to ex P-28 the detailed description of which are 
narrated in the annexure and recording statement of CSE 
and exhibiting Ex D-1 to Ex D-14 the detailed description of 
which are narraged in the Annexure when submitted the 
enquiry finding Charge No. 1 as partly proved; Charge 
No. 3 Proved; Charge No. 2 and 4 as Not Proved, the 
Disciplinary Authority while issuing a show cause notice 
to give explanation to the enquiry finding after she giving 
her explanation affording her an opportunity of hearing by 
order dated 28.07.2006 Dismissed her from services. Since 
the Appeal of the I party workman the Appellate Authority/ 
Registrar since dismissed saying that there were no merits 
by his order dated 26.10.2006 the I Party Union approached 
the ALC(C), Mangalore and on his submission of EOC 
dated 27.04.2009, this reference came to be made for 
adjudication. 

6 . According to the I Party its workman who was though 
initially appointed as Junior General Worker after putting 
number of years service she was promoted as Telephone 
Attender and later the Warden of Hostel when insisted her 
to do the work of cleaning the Toilet she denied as such 
her denial was not insubordination and that the 
management was not justified in asking her to clean the 
toilet as such the finding Charge No. 1 is partly proved and 
Charge No. 3 is proved is not justified and same is perverse 
and the punishment imposed on such finding is not 
sustainable, therefore, the Point that revolves for my 
consideration is whether the I party workman was promoted 
as Telephone Attender as such after serving as Telephone 
Attender for a period of 9 years she was not liable to work 
as Junior General Worker one of whose is cleaning the 
Toilet. Ofcourse, there is no dispute that for some time the 
I party workman was asked to work as Telephone Attender 
in the Hostel but there is nothing to show that the Post of 
a Telephone Attender is superior to the work of the Junior 
General Worker. There is no dispute that the I Party workman 
was appointed as Junior General Worker by order dated 


24.08.2001 the copy of which was produced as Ex P-6 in the 
enquiry and there is also no dispute as to the duties of the 
General Worker deputed to Hostel as detailed in Ex P-7 
produced in the Domestic Enquiry which reads as under 

"Duties of General Workers deputed to Hostels 

a) A general worker deputed to hostels will work 
under the directions of Block Supervisors. 

b) They shall be directly responsible to the block 
supervisor as for as their employment attendance 
etc. 

c) They shall carry out all the work as detailed by 
block supervisor. 

d) The following are some such duties 

i) Cleaning of hostel area both outside and 
inside. 

ii) Cleaning of corridors and students living 
rooms. 

iii) Cleaning of bathrooms and latrines. 

iv) Work as room boys and telephone 
messengers". 

7. Since as per Sub-Clause (d) of Clause 4, a General 
Worker deputed to Hostel is to do the duties (No. i) Cleaning 
of hostel area both outside and inside; (ii) Cleaning of 
corridors and students living rooms; (iii) Cleaning of 
bathrooms and latrines and (iv) Work as room boys and 
telephone messengers, if for some time the I party was 
entrusted with the work of Telephone Messenger/Attender 
she cannot claim that she was promoted to the post of 
Telephone Messenger/Attender because this was also one 
of the duties of General Workers deputed to Hostels. The 
warden for the Hostel looking to the needs may assign the 
Junior General Duty Workers any of the duties described 
in Sub-clause (d) to clause 4. Since the duties of the General 
Workers deputed to Hostels was cleaning of Hostel area 
both outside and inside; cleaning of corridors and students 
living rooms; cleaning of bathrooms and latrines; work as 
room boys and telephone messengers, the I party workman 
who was for some time asked to attend the work of 
telephone messenger/attendant could not have denied the 
work of cleaning Bathrooms and Latrines as admittedly 
done by her, which do amount to Commission of Acts 
subversive of discipline by not attending to work though 
being present in premises and wilful insubordination and 
disobedience to lawful and reasonable orders of the 
superiors by not attending duties assigned. Therefore, 
absolutely I find no reason to say the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer the Charge no. 1 and 3 being proved. Since the 
I party workman appointed as a Junior General Worker and 
deputed to work at Hostel since admittedly denied to clean 
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the Bathroom and Toilets which was one of her duties as 
defined under sub-clause (d)(iii) to clause 4 of Service 
conditions and even now she tried to justify her denial to 
work which she was bound to do the Disciplinary Authority 
had no other choice except to dismiss her from Service as 
such I also do not find any reason to say that the 
punishment of dismissal being disproportionate. In the 
result having arrived at conclusion the action of the 
management of the Registrar, Manipal University, in 
terminating the services of their workman Smt. Sabitha 
Poojarthy w.e.f. 28/07/2006 is legal and justified, I pass the 
following. 

ORDER 


The action fo the management of the Registar, Manipal 
University, in terminating the services of their workman 
Smt. Sabitha Poojarthy w.e.f 28/07/2006 is legal and justified 
and that she is not entitle for any relief. 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

Annexure-l 

Doemments exhibited on behalf of the Management in 
Domestic Enquiry 

ExP-1 : Complaint letter dated 04.07.2003 by the 
Warden of Sonia Block 

Ex P-2 : Letter by the Warden of S onia B lock in reply 

to the management Letter dt. 09.08.2003 

ExP-3 : Letter of the management dt. 09.08.2003 

ExP-4 : Show-Cause Noticed!. 30.08.2003 

ExP-5 : Explanation dt. 02.09.2003 by the delinquent 
to the show cause notice dated 30.08.2003 

ExP-6 : Appointment Order dt. 24.08.2001 

appointment the delinquent as Jr. General 
Worker in MAHE Hostels 


ExP-15 

ExP-16 

ExP-17 

ExP-18 

ExP-19 

ExP-20 

ExP-21 

ExP-22 

ExP-23 

ExP-24 

ExP-25 

ExP-26 

ExP-27 


Warning letter by the management dt. 
26.04.2003 to the delinquent 

Copy ofExP 1 

Memo dt. 06.09.2003 issued by the warden 
to the delinquent 

Original of Ex P 14 

Memo dt. 16.09.2003 issued to the delinquent 
by the management 

History of the delinquent in respect of her 
irregularities prepared by the chief warden 

Memo of Non-performance dt. 20.01.2003 
issued by the Chief Warden to the 
delinquent 

Copy of Ex P 16 

Memo/Charge sheet dt. 16.02.2004 

Suspension Orders dt. 28.01.2004 

Explanation dated 28.01.2004 to the 
suspension order 

Explanation dt. 24.02.2004 to the Memo/ 
Charge Sheet 

Notice of Enquiry dt. 01.09.2004. 


Documents exhibited on behalf of the CSE in Domestic 
Enquiry 


ExD-1 : Copy of the attendance register for the month 
of August 2001 

ExD-2 : Copy of the Bio-data submitted by the 
delinquent to the management 

ExD-3 : Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
August 1999 


ExP-7 

ExP-8 

ExP-9 

ExP-10 

ExP-11 

ExP-12 

ExP-13 

ExP-14 


List of duties of General Worker published 
by the Management 

ExD4 

Letter of the delinquent dt. 01.01.2003 

ExD-5 

Explanation dt. 18.04.2003 by the delinquent 
to the show-cause notice dt. 12.04.2003 

ExD-6 

Original of Ex P - 5 


Transfer Order dated 21.06.2003 by the 
management transferring the delinquent 

ExD-7 

from Chandra Shekara Hostel to Sonia Block 

ExD-8 

List of ladies, posted to the hostels as per 
the transfer order 

ExD-9 

Letter of the management dt. 19.01.2004 sent 
to the delinquent 

ExD-10 

Letter of the delinquent dt. 08.09.2003 



Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
September 1999 

Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
October 1999 

Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
November 1999 

Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
June 2000 

Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
February 2000 

Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
March 2000 

Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
April 2000 
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ExD-11 : Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
May, 2000 

ExD-12 : Copy of the Duty Roster for the month of 
September 2000 

ExD-13 : Mahe Madicare Membership card valid from 
01.07.2001 

ExD-14 : Mahe Madicare Membership card card valid 
from 01.07.2002 

11 2015 
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For the second party/workmen : Mr. A.K. 

Muraleedharan, 
General Secretary 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 13th day of April, 2015 

AW/yiD 

1. In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section 
(1-A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter to as "the Act"), the Central Government has 
referred the following dispute to this Tribunal: 

Whether the action of the management of M/s. Bajaj 
Electricals Limited, Mumbai, in not considering the charter 
of 20 demand (as per Annexure), is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the concerned workmen are entittled 
to?" 

2. By the Order dated 27.6.2013, Notices were directed 
to be issued to the Parties. 


[#■ 0 :^- 42012 / 42 / 2013 - 31113 ^ (^)] 

■ql° ^yilWl, 3lf?q^ 

New Delhi, the 11 th May, 2015 

S.O. 1045. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. NTB-3 of 2013) of the 
Central Government National Industrial Tribunal, Mumbai 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
the Bajaj Electricals Limited and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 08/05/2015. 

[No. L-42012/42/2013-IR (DU)] 

P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHENATIONALINDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 
MUMBAI 

Present: 

Justice S.P MEHROTRA, 

Presiding Officer 

REFERENCE NO. NTB-3 OF 2013 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
Bajaj Electricals Limited 

And 

Their workmen 

Appearances: 

Eor the first party/Management : Mr. M.S. Paranjpe, 

Adv. 


3. Mr. M.S. Paranjpe, learned counsel for the first party/ 
Management, who has filed his Authority today, is present. 

Mr. Sanjay Gurav, Chief Manager, Human Resources in 
Bajaj Electricals Limited is also present on behalf of the 
first party/Management. 

Mr. A.K. Muraleedharan, General Secretary, All India 
Bajaj Electrical Emplyees' Federation i.e. second party/ 
Union is also present. 

4. No statement of Claim has as yet been filed in the 
present case. 

5. A Joint Application has been filed today on behalf of 
Bajaj Electricals Ltd., i.e. first party/Management and All 
India Bajaj Electricals Employees' Federation, i.e. second 
party/Union. The said Joint Application is signed by the 
aforesaid A.K. Muraleedharan, General Secretary, All India 
Bajaj Electricals Employees' Eederation (second party/ 
Union) and Mr. Atul Sharma, President-Human Resource 
and Administration, Bajaj Electricals Ltd. 

The said Joint Application is further signed by Mr. PJ. 
Sarfare, learned counsel for the second party/Union and 
Mr. M.S. Paranjpe, learned counsel for the first party/ 
Management. 

It is, inter-alia, stated in the said Joint Application that 
the parties to the present Reference have signed an 
amicable Settlement on 9.9.2014, and consequently, very 
"cause of action" pertaining to the Reference has come to 
an end. A Photostat copy of the aforesaid Settlement has 
been annexed with the aforesaid Joint Application. 

8 . Mr. M.S. Paranjpe, learned counsel for the first party/ 
Management and Mr. A.K. Muraleedharan, General 
Secretary, All IndiaBajaj Electricals Employees' Eederation 
(second party/Union) state that in view of the averments 
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made in the aforesaid Joint Application, the Industrial 
Dispute forming the subject-matter of the present Reference 
no longer survives, and the Reference be decided 
accordingly. 

9. Having regard to the averments made in the aforesaid 
Joint Application and in view of the statements made above 
on behalf of the parties, it is evident that the Industrial 
Dispute forming the subject-matter of the present Reference 
no longer survives. 

10. Reference is therefore, answered by stating that the 
Industrial Dispute forming the subject-matter of the 
Reference no longer survives. 

11. Award is passed accordingly. 

Justice S. P. MEHROTRA, Presiding Officer 

14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1046. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (I.D. Ref. No. 22 of 2011) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour Court 
No. 2, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of the Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, Gaya 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13/05/2015. 

[No. L-40011/29/2011-IR(DU)] 
P.K. VENUGOPAL, Dest Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (N0.2), AT DHANBAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officer 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 10(1) 
of the I.D. Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO. 22 OF 2011 


PARTIES : The General Secretary, 

Gaya Zila Adhyogic Kamgar Union, Gaya, 

UO-Kachari 

Compound, Gaya 

Vs. 

The General Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Gaya. 

Order No. L-4011/29/2011-IR(DU) 
dt. 04.08.2011 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the : Mr. Shekhar Sharma, Ld. Advocate 
workman/Union 

On behalf of the : Mr. Sushil Prasad, Ld. Advocate 
Management 

State : Bihar Industry : Telecommunication 

Dhanbad, dated the 30th April, 2015 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in exercise 
of the powers confen'ed on them under Sec. 10(l)(d) of the 
LD. Act., 1947 has referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication vide their Order No. L-40011/29/ 
201 l-IR(DU) dt. 04.08.2011. 

SHCEDULE 

"Whether the action of the Management of BSNL, 
Gaya in not regularizing the 51 workers (List enlcosed) 
out of a total of 97 casual workers engaged by them 
while regularizing the remaining 20 such casual 
workers is legal and justified? What relief the 
workmen are entitled to? 

On receipt of the Order No. L-40011/29/2011-IR (DU) dt. 
04.08.2011. of the above mentioned reference from the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment, 
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, the Reference 
Case No. 22 of 2011 was registered on 23.08.2011 and 
accordingly an order to that effect was passed to issue 
notices through the Registered Posts to the parties 
concerned, directing them to appear in the Court on the 
date fixed, and to file their written statements along with 
the relevant documents. In pursuance of the said order, 
notices by the Registered Posts were sent to the parties 
concerned. 

Both the parties made their appearances and filed their 
pleadings and photocopies of their documents. The 
Workmen and the O.P./Management through their Ld. 
Advocates appeared respectively, and contested the case. 

2. The case of workman Rajvansh Kumar and others 
total 51 (as per List enclosed) as sponsored by the General 
Secretary of the Union concerned is that the Bharat Sanchar 
Nigam Ltd., (hereinafter referred to as BSNL) is a 
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Government of India Enterprises having a Corporate Office 
at Sanchar Bhawan, New Delhi-110001. The BSNL has 
established several Telecom districts all over India for the 
purpose of administrative convenience. The Telecom 
District Gaya is one of them under the General Manager for 
the control of its entire affairs. Every Telecom district is 
heavily loaded with much work due to evolutionary change 
in the fields of the telecommunication. The casual labourers 
as per the need of telecom were engaged by the Authorities 
of BSNL at their different branches. The casual labourers 
have been working in such working conditions at the 
different branches of GMTD, Gaya from 1993 to 2004; they 
have been deprived of even minimum wages and other 
service benefits. The BSNL Management repeatedly gave 
the casual workers false assurance for the regularization, 
by adopting the tactics of delayed discrimination for actual 
verification of payment register. On the demand of the 
casual workers for regularistion, the GMTD., Gaya as per 
the letter No. E-292/Casual Labour/104/dt. 30-05.2001 had 
initiated a process for grant of their temporary status 
Mazdoor and Daily Rated Mazdoor commonly known as 
TSM and DTM respectively. The General Manager as per 
the letter No. E. 292/TSM/5 dt. 10.9.2002 sent a Performa 
for submission of detailed report over the casual workers 
working in different area of GM, TD, Gaya. The S.D.E. 
(Admn.) of the GM, TD, Gaya. The S.D.E. (Admn.) of the 
GM, T.D,Gaya by the letter No. E-292/Rectt/l l/RM/49 dt. 
20.09.2002 Invited application for grant of temporary status 
Mazdoor from the casual workers completing 240 days in 
any year, forwarding its copies to the Higher Authorities, 
Patna and the concerned Authority of GM, TD, Gaya for 
needful. Even after expiry of about ten years, no workers 
except 20 ones out of total 97 ones were regularized by the 
Management in spite of their continuously working as per 
their duty charts already submitted before the A.L.C.(C), 
Patna Despite all the steps of the Management, the workers' 
engagement, was denied by the Management as per the 
letter No. GTD/Lab/06-07/12dt. 14.07.2008. 

Further alleged on behalf of the workers is that the 
Management without maintaining any seniority list 
regularized only 20 workers illegally and motivatedly. Such 
acts of the management are totally unjustified and prejudicial 
to the interest of the 51 workers. So the Management 
concerned be directed for the regularization of these 
workers with their salary, arrears with all benefits from the 
date of 20 workers' regularization. 

No rejoinder filed to behalf of the sponsoring Union for 
the workmen 

3. Whereas challenging the maintainability of the 
reference in law and facts, the counter case of the OP/ 
Management is that the present case of the 51 workmen 
does not come under the purview of Sec. 25 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act. They never worked against any permanent 
vacancy. Neither any vacancy was advertised nor the 


names of the workmen were forwarded by the Employment 
Exchange concerned. The workmen tried to enter in the 
Government Company through back door illegally. The 
conciliation proceeding failed for the reason. 

4. Further the OP/Management in their simultaneous 
para-wise rejoinder has denied all the allegations of the 
workmen as incorrect, stating that the entire affairs of the 
BSNL, Gaya, controlled by the Corporate Office of BSNL 
and the Ministry of Communication. Neither the BSNL is 
loaded with work nor work is being taken from casual 
labourers. The Management has not engaged any casual 
labour since 1986. The TSM/DRM who were engaged prior 
to 1986 were given temporary status as per the order and 
directions of the Government, so only they were regularized. 
The GM, TD, Gaya, had only asked about casual labour if 
any, working in his telecom district. Since not any casual 
labour was working in the Telecom district under any SDE, 
hence the report was accordingly sent to the GM, TD, 
Gaya. Not a single person as per list of the present 
proceeding was ever appointed by or ever worked under 
the Management directly. The statement of their 
engagement by and that of their working under the 
Management is totally false and fabricated. Neither the 
persons as per their list were engaged as casual labourers 
nor they had fulfilled the required eligibility criteria, so 
there is no reason for their regularization. Thus, the claim 
of the person for their regularization entirely wrong. They 
are not entitled to any relief. 

FINDING WITH REASONS 

5. In the instant reference, WWI Shy am Lai Prasad as 
the General Secretary of the Union, WW2 Virendra Kumar, 
one labourer for the Union concerned, and MW 1 Prakash 
Mandal, the SDE (Legal) for the OP/Management of BSNL, 
Gaya, have been respectively examined. 

Mr. Shekhar Sharma, Ld. Counsel for the Union/ 
workmen has submitted that in pursuance of the GM, TD, 
Gaya's letter No. E. 292/Casual Labour/103 dt. 31.05.2001 
(Ext. 3 with objection), the SDE (Admn.) O/o the GM, TD, 
Gaya as per his letter dt. 10.09.2002 (Ext. 3/1 with objection) 
had sought from (GOS) of the 531/The S.D.E. (lOB) for 
submission of report in the Peforma as required within a 
week; the SDE (Admn.) of GM, TD, Gaya as per his letter 
dt. 20.09.2002 with copies to all Higher Authorities (Ext. 
W.3/2 with objection) invited application in prescribed 
Performa from amongst the casual labourers/DRMs having 
completed 240 days in any one year as on 31.03.2002 for 
grant of temporary status of Mazdoor, and lastly as per the 
letter dt. 28.023.2003 of the Account Officer (C), O/o the 
GM, TD, Gaya to the SDE (Admn.) concerned with 
reference to the latter's letter dt. 24.12.2002 (Ext. W. 1 with 
objection), the applications of 97 persons received for 
verification were returned with report partially. Further Mr. 
Sharma emphatically submitted that the Notice (Letter) dt. 
24.01.2006 of the SDE (Admn.), O/o the GM, TD, Gaya, 
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certifies that out of the applications received in the office 
from the people who were reportedly engaged by the Field 
Officers of the SSA, for regularization, only the nine 
applications of the persons were found complete in all 
respect, but the rest applications were advised to take back 
and submit their applications after competing all entries 
within three weeks times; and thereafter as pe his letter dt. 
07.06.2006 of the SDE (Admn.) to the Chief Accounts Officer 
concerned (Ext. W.1/2 with objection) 37 (thirty-seven) 
applications as Annexure-I were sent to verify the mandays 
of the persons from the ACE-2 vouchers etc., and to return 
the same with number of days in each year for which 
payment made as per records concerned. It is also submitted 
by Mr Sharma that only 20 workers, junior to the instant 
workmen, out of total 97 workers were regulrised, but these 
instant workmen each in spite of their continuous working 
for more than 240 days in each of the years from 1993 to 
2004 as evident from their documents (Extt. 2 Series) as 
also proved by both the witnesses WWl Shyam Lai Pd., 
the General Secretary of the Union, and WW2 Virendra 
Kumar, one of the workmen, have not been regularized by 
the OP/Management, so the OP/Management can not deny 
their regularization, and thus they are entitled to it. 

6 . Whereas Mr. Sushil Prasad, Learned Counsel for the 
OP/Management has categorically contended that all the 
alleged workers had no employer-employee relationship 
with the Management, as none of them was appointed or 
engaged as casual workers by the Management and all the 
alleged documents including Annex II (Ext. W.1/2) seem 
nothing except fabrications as asserted by MW 1 Prakash 
Mandal, the Sub-Divisional Manager (Legal) with intent to 
get the relief, as the WW2 Virendra Kumar, one workman, 
has admitted all the applications along with the period of 
the engagement after fulfilling themselves under their own 
signatures. Further it is contended that the OP/Management 
has certain procedure for appointment of any person under 
the Management of the Post Office such as publication of 
a vacancy in the Daily News paper against the specified 
sanctioned post, forwarding the names of candidates 
through the Employment Exchange concerned etc., then 
issuance of appointment letter subject to the observation 
of the constitutional guidelines over the reservation of the 
posts for SC, ST and Backward classes of the Society; 
thus the reference devoid of any merits in liable to be 
rejected. 

7. On persual of the materials available on the case 
record, I find that these 51 casual Laborers (as the list 
enlosed with the Reference) claimed having been included 
in the list of total 97 Labourers as per the letter dt. 28.02.2003 
of Accounts Officer (C) O/o the GM, TD, Gaya (Ext. W. 1 
with objection) related to verification of thier application 
about their names, mandays and working under Gaya SSA. 
But out of the total instant 51 alleged casual workers, only 
20 workers' names appear to be included in the list of 
97 workers as such: 


SI. 

No. 

Of 51 workers' List of the 
instant Reference 

SI. No. Of 91 
workers' List (Ext. 
W.l with objection) 

2 

Virendra Kumar 

23 

3 

Arjun Kumar Roy (Ram) 

81 

4 

Ranjit Prasad 

31 

5 

Dinesh Kumar 

30 

6 

Sita Ram Rajak 

32 

7 

Indradeo Rajak 

33 

10 

Siya Ram Bhagat 

80 

11 

Sadhu Saran Yadav 

07 

12 

Aj ay Kumar 

52 

13 

Suresh Kumar 

57 

14 

Birendra Chaudhary 

51 

18 

Pramod Das 

55 

20 

Bali Ram Prasad 

58 

21 

Naresh Kumar 

56 

23 

Raj Kishor Kumar 

50 

25 

Lallu Prasad 

26 

26 

Satyendra Prasad 

29 

27 

Dilip Kumar 

35 

35. 

Raj Kumar 

63 

45 

Shashank Shekhar Bhatt 

61 


Total 20 workers including twice named five workers 
namely S/Shri Ramjee Pradad, Arjun Kumar Ram (Roy), 
Sita Ram Rajak, Dinesh Kumar and Shashank Shekhar Bhatt 
under SI. Nos. 13, 14, 18, 30 and 34 of the Annex 1. Rest 
workers' names are beyond the aforesaid list of 97 (Ext. W. 1 
with objection), out of which 19 H- 1 outsider Ramnath 
Prasad were verified of their names and mandays. But the 
instant workmen failed to prove the earlier appointment of 
aforesaid 20 labourers by the OP/Management. Apart from 
it, further out of total nine persons as per the photocopy of 
the SDE (Admn.): O/o the GM, TD, Gaya letter dt. 24.01.2006 
(Ext. W. 1/1 with objection), only the names of five persons 
S/Sri Lallan Pradad, Lallu Pd., Smt. Rekha Devi, Birendra 
Kumar and Shankar Ram under their SI. No. 95, 26,71,23 
and 93 respectively of aforesaid list of 97 workers appear 
to be included, but rest four ones not. the SDE (Admn.), 
BSNL O/o GM, TD, Gaya's letter dt. 7.6.2006 (Photocopy 
Ext. 1/2 with objection) refers to the enclosure of 37 
applications as Annex-I which contains the names of only 
five workers noted above under the list of 97 persons. In 
the instant reference, the claim of the total 51 workmen 
appears to be mainly based on the list of 97 workers as 
enlisted according to the letter dt. 28.02.2003 of the 
Accounts Officer to the SDE (Admn.) (Ext. W.l with 
objection) But unfortunately, the base letter nowhere else 
mentions the names of rest 31 workers as noted in the List 
enclosed with the Reference under adjudication. Under 
such circumstances the Reference is taken up for 
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consideration of the issue of regularization concerning only 
aforesaid 20 workers as named in the present list of the 
Reference as noted in the aforesaid base letter. On 
verification of the Xerox copies/documents of aforesaid 20 
workers, it is also evident that out of these twenty workers, 
four ones, namely Shri Suresh Kumar, Birendra Choudhary, 
Bali Ram Prasad and Raj Kumar under SI. Nos. 13, 14, 20 
and 35 respectively have not produced or proved any of 
their documents in support of their claim. 

8 . So far as the regularization of rest sixteen of the 
aforesaid original 20 workers concerned as noted in the 
aforsaid chart is concerned, none of them as casual workers 
had been in continuous service for a period of 240 days in 
any other case during a period of twelve calendar months 
preceding the date with the reference to which calculation 
is to be made as required as pre requisite to it under Sect. 
25(a)(ii) of the Industrial Dispute Act 1947. As all of these 
original workers have no specific their working days during 
the last calender years preceding the date of the reference 
in compliance of the aforesaid mandatory provision of the 
I.D.Act. 

9. Mr. Shekhar Sharma, Ld. Counsel for the workmen 
has further submitted that in the case of denial of 
absorption or regularization in service to petitioner who 
was inducted into service of State Bank of Mysore as a 
temporary staff in 1985 and he was also intermittendly 
employed on need based for such staff; in 1994-95, he 
claimed to have rendered more than 240 days of service in 
a calender year, claiming to be included in "protected 
category", and applied for absorption as a permanent 
employee; in the peculiar facts and circumstances, 
respondent Bank was directed to absorb the petitioner as a 
permanent employee in the sub-staff on the basis of having 
rendered service for more than 240 days during the said 
years as held by the Hon'ble Supreme Court in the case of 
H.R. Rajashekhara Vs. State Bank of Mysore & other 
reported in 2012 (132) FLR 528 (DB). But in the instant 
reference, none of 16 original workers, namely, S/Shri 
Virendra Kumar, Arjun Kumar Roy (Ram), Ramjee Prasad, 
Dinesh Kumar, Sita Ram Rajak, Indraodeo Rajak, Siyaram 
Bhagat, Shadu Saran Yadav, Ajay Kumar, Pramod Das, Raj 
Kishor Kumar, Naresh Kumar, Lallu Prasad, Satyendra 
Prasad, Dilip Kumar and Shashank Shekhar Bhatt under 
Serial Nos. 2, to 7, 10 to 12, 18, 23, 21, 25 to 27 and 45 
respectively of the List enclosed with the Reference has 
any crystal clear of their continuous services during the 
period for 1993 to 2004 as per their pleaded evidence as 
contrasted with their xerox documents. 

Referring to 2012 (133) FLR 463(A11 HC) (SB), Ram 
Chandra Yadav Vs. State of U.P & Ors Mr. Sharma submitted 
that in reference to Rule 4 of the UP Regularization of Daily 
Wages appointment on Group D Post Rules 2001, the claim 
of petitioner for regularization in service, being appointed 
on 1.1.1987, was rejected, then it was held by the Hon'ble 


High Court, Allahabad, that the petitioner was appointed 
on the said date and aforesaid rules clearly applied to him; 
the petitioners should have continued in service on the 
date of commencement of the rule; persons who were 
continuously working though with breaks were required 
to be given the benefits of regularisation; Rule does not 
contemplate uninterrupted continuous service; petitioner's 
continuance in the department from 1991 to 2001 even with 
break itself indicated the requirement of his service by the 
department; in facts and circumstances of the case, 
Respondents were directed to issue order for regular 
appointment in favour of petitioner (Para 5 to 7). Whereas 
in the present reference, none of the workers was appointed, 
neither any has continuance in the department from any 
specified period. 

Further the plea of Mr. Sharma is that an Award was 
passed by Industrial Tribunal, directing the Management 
to treat the respondent as its regular employee from 
1987-88, when admittedly juniors had been regularized; as 
the workman himself in his claim statement stated that he 
had been discriminated against by the Management by 
not regularizing him w.e.f. 01.04.1991—hence the Writ 
petition was disposed of by modifying the Award to the 
extent that then the workman was granted the relief of 
regularization with that date, and not from 1987-88 as held 
in the case of Horticulature Deptt., Delhi Vs. Rajinder Prasad 
& Qrs., reported in 2013 (132) FLR 926 (Delhi. H.C.) But the 
instant Reference has no proof of admittedly junior having 
been regularized, so no question of ay discrimination 
towards the casual workmen arises. 

None of the aforesaid rulings appears to be applicable 
to the factum of the case as its stands before me. 

10. On the other hand, Mr. Sushil Prasad, Ld. Advocate 
for the OP/Management has contended that any aforesaid 
casual workers has though no period of working for 240 
days in a calander year, yet he can not claim any right of 
automatic regularization of their service-even in cases 
where there are regular posts and vacancies, procedure 
laid down for appointment has to be followed as held by 
the Hon'ble High Court, Jharkhand in the case of Eng. In re. 
Mgt of Food Corp of India Vs. Union of India reported in 
2008 (4) (L) (Para 14). 

11. In view of the aforesaid factual findings, I find the 
reference is devoid of any merits worth calling any. 
Therefore, it is, in the terms of the references hereby 
responded and accordingly awarded that the action of the 
Management of B SNL, Gaya, in not regularizing the alleged 
51 workers (list enclosed) out of total 97 casual workers 
engaged by them is quite legal and justified, and there is 
no proof of regularization of remaining 20 such casual 
workers earlier. Hence the alleged workmen, if any, are not 
at all entitled to any relief. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
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List of the working Mazdoors 


Sl.No. 

Name 

Father's Name 

From 

1. 

Rajbansh Kumar 

Sri Sukdeo Verma 

03.01.1987 

2. 

Birendra Kumar 

Late Lakhan Pd. 

01.01.1993 

3. 

Arjun Kumar Roy 

Late Radho Ram 

01.04.1995 

4. 

Ramjee Prasad 

Late Bhagwan Pd. 

17.06.1997 

5. 

Dinesh Kumar 

Sri Kailash Pd. 

17.06.1997 

6. 

Sitaram Rajak 

Sri Babulal Bhatha 

17.06.1997 

7. 

Indradeo Rajak 

Sri Ram Lakhan Rajak 

17.06.1997 

8. 

Dev Saran Rajak 

Sri Ram Bhikari Rajak 

17.06.1997 

9. 

Satrudhan Kumar 

Sri Nandlal Bhagat 

01.01.1998 

10. 

Siyaram Bhagat 

Sri Jagdish Bhagat 

10.05.1999 

11. 

Sadhu Saran Yadav 

Sri Ram Bishun Yadav 

01.03.1999 

12. 

Ajay Kumar 

Late Anil Pd. 

14.04.1999 

13 

Suresh Kumar 

Sri Mohan Paswan 

10.05.1999 

14. 

Birendra Choudhary 

Sri Sadhu Choudhary 

24.04.1999 

15. 

Nasib Lai Pandit 

Sri Sabir Pandit 

14.04.1999 

16. 

Rakesh Ranjan Roy 

Sri Dashrath Yadav 

14.04.1999 

17. 

Ashok Kumar 

Sri Ram Jatan Pd. 

21.04.1999 

18. 

Pramod Das 

Sri Chandweshar Das 

24.04.1999 

19. 

Yadhu Prasad 

Sri Banshi Saw 

31.10.1999 

20. 

Baliram Prasad 

Sri Yadhu Prasad 

24.04.1999 

21. 

Naresh Kumar 

Sri Badree Das 

10.05.1999 

22. 

Ram Kumar Verma 

Sri Rameshwar 

Pd. Singh 

24.04.1999 

23. 

Raj Kishor Kumar 

Late Lai Chandra Singh 01.05.1999 

24. 

Navneet Ranjan 

Sri Munshi Prasad 

01.01.1999 

25. 

Lallu Pd. 

Sri Jai Mangal Pd. 

01.07.1999 

26. 

Satendra Prasad 

Sri Shiv Nandan Prasad 

17.03.2000 

27. 

Dilip Kumar 

Sri Ram Lakhan Singh 

01.01.2000 

28. 

Pramod Kumar 

Sri Jairam Singh 

01.01.2000 

29. 

Anuj Kumar 

Sri Saryu Thakur 

22.01.2000 

30. 

Vivekanand Kumar 

Sri Tulsi Prasad 

01.05.2000 

31. 

Sanjeev Kumar 

Sri Damodar Lai 

01.01.2000 

32. 

Shashi Bhushan 
Kumar 

Late Mahendra 

Kr. Singh 

01.01.2000 

33. 

Ram Chandra 
Choudhary 

Sri Munilal Choudhary 

01.01.2001 

34. 

Md. Saifi Alam 

Md Sarraju Diddan 

04.01.2001 

35. 

Raj Kumar 

Sri Sadhu Sai'an Yadav 

01.01.2001 

36. 

Sunil Kumar 

Sri Uday Bhangi 

02.02.2002 

37. 

Dharmendra Kumar 

Sri Birendra Singh 

14.04.2001 

38. 

Arun Kumar 

Sri Ram SawaiTip 
Mahato 

01.01.2004 

39. 

Yamuna Yadav 

Sri Ram Jatan Yadav 

01.01.2000 

40. 

Anuj Kumar 

Sri Jay Prakash 
Narayan 

01.02.2003 

41. 

Praveen Kumar 

Sri Avinash Saw 

01.01.2003 

42. 

Pappu Ram 

Late Surendra Ram 

25.10.2001 

43. 

Arun Kumar 

Sri Mahadev Mahato 

08.08.2002 


Sl.No. Name 

Father's Name 

From 

44. 

Lai Keshar Paswan 

Sri Sitaram Paswan 

01.01.2001 

45. 

Shashank Shekhar 
Bhatt 

Sri Shambhu Nath 
Bhatt 

01.01.2001 

46. 

Sanjay Kumar 

Sri Mundrika Ram 

01.01.2001 

47. 

Santosh Kumar 

Sri Basant Prasad 

09.09.2002 

48. 

Arun Kumar 

Sri Umesh Sinha 

06.04.2002 

49. 

Pintu Kumar 

Sri Bindeshwari Prasad 

15.02.2005 

50. 

Uday Kumar 

Sri Ram Baran Bhagat 

01.01.2000 

51. 

Sudama Rajak 

Sri Bhikari Rajak 

01.01.2000 


14 Til, 2015 


^.3Tr. 1047.—sTklRlcb rc|4K 3 iMwT 1947 (1947^ 
14) ?IRr 17 ^ ^ STTF 

■qE^, 41^ ^ ^ rH4l^4)l 3ik 

<44<4K1 ^ #Ef, 31^?1 3ikin|cb 

TRqiR slklPlcb srfiq^lTnT iig ^ -4141^4, ^PT^i: ^ 4^ 
(TT^^TT®!! 26/2002) 451 ychlPfld <4ld1 t^fl >^'414 4K<4K45l 
13.05.2015 4TfqMf31T 411 

[Ti° -0:41-40012/144/2002-3415^1: (^)] 
■qto t741 3lf441Rl 

New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1047. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (I.D. No. 26/2002) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Jaipur 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
the Department of Posts, Swai Madhopur and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13.05.2015. 

[No. L-40012/144/2002-IR (DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

3T344 

TR44T 3Mf445 3lf44ni4I "0:4 44 '4I4M4, ^14^ 
-444414° 2 6/2002 

44r-qut4 

yldiold 3lf444Tl 

^41^4°-Q:4-40012/144/2002-34|341: (4t^) 
f^4T4113.09.2002 

Shri Chhotey Lai Chhipi S/o Shri Moti Lai Chhipi, 

Vill: & PO Wajirpur, The. Gangapur 
Swai Madhopur (Rajasthan) 

V/s. 

1. The Supdt. of Post Offices, 

Deptt of Posts, 

Swai Madhopur (Rajasthan)-322001 
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■RTsff ^ cHTF : aft 31R° 

srarsff ^ cHTF : eft WTH^ 4TP^-Ij.44l<ft4 

29.04.2015 

1. TIT^ ?KI 3ft^in|cb srftqftm, 1947 ^ 
?4Ri 10 ^-?4Ri 1 m) ^ aftrfftr 13 . 09.2002 ^ 

snft^ ftf ftfftn ^ 31T?4R -cn; tg 

4ftft«Rr 11 ^ ftfftn PHHold t:— 

2. "Whether the Extra Departmental Mail Career is a 
"Workman" as per Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947? If yes, whether the action of the management of 
Postal Department in terminating the services of Shri Chotey 
Lai Chhipi is legal and justified? If not, to what relief he is 
entitled to?" 

3. 3TiTF fftft Tpjf ^gzft ^ srg^TR 4if^rw: 

^ t % 3fl1ftr?T, WT X[fj^ 

ft 30.08.1991 ^ ^ '97 ^ Til 3ik 

31.07.1992 ^ ^ ft-gaRT fern Tpu I 30.08.1991 
ft 31.07.1992 7195 fftqifftTlft^tin^^fftETRffttlfftcr 

W I ^ ft^ 31^?4 ^ Tnftt %ftt snftq ft snftfqcl 9# TfT 

71«IT^719ftft^ftftftftq99ft|fft95FRr9#7ft, sfk^TRftft^ 
Tjft ^ ft ftftlq9H95 7ft I 3lft Tnftf 99 95«PT t f95 3ppft 
9ftfftf«lftft9TftTJ995ftft9ftfftft 31.07.1992 7195 9ft sr^ftl 
ft 9:95 9ft ft 97lft 240 fftl ft 3ftft95 7PTT7TR 95lft f959T 

ftk 7ETT7TR 95Tft 957 ft 7^ ft 95179 3Mftl95 95ft95R ft 991 
991 fftq^ 99 7ft9H 9919 ftft ft 95179 3ftfttf995 7i79H 7^ 11 
■Rlftf l99^lt99 ft fftftkn ft yPdRH 9191797 8 9ft 7195 99ft 
9577n7^tl9lftf, 319Tftf99ftfftftl99fti99fft9ft9199 9n9 
9971 9 957 Tift fUfftlP; 99i997ft ft I99^ft99 ft l99f95 
01.08.1992 9ft 9lft 9ft ft91 719971 957ft ft ^jft f99^ ft 9lftf 
71^ 99ft79 ftfft95 ftTH eftft9ft 9ft 9ftf 9f7Wl Tjft 9# 9lft 
9ft 3^7 9 ft f99ft 9ftf 7J991 ftlfftl ftft 97 97919ft 1 f9 9997 
f99ft99ft3Mf995f9919 3lf9fft99, 1957 99171979H 7139 
ftftl99 fft99, 1958 9ft 9171 77 Pft 78 99 999199 fft911 

4. 9lf999 ft 97717 5 ft 95^ 9911 fft ft91 ft ^ 957ft 7199 

9fft37n Tjft 9 9Tlft 957 919 25 ft 3Mf995 19919 3lfftft99, 
1947 99 999199 fft919911 ftr ft91 ft ^ 957ft ft Tjft fftlft 
ft 9lft 9ft 995 91^ 9ft ftftfti 31991 fttffti ft 99ft 0.9Hk 99 
ftTR 3^7 ^39991 9# 3191 fft91, f9 9997 9lft 9ft 

ft9rgfftl 3ftftf995 19919 3lfft999, 1947 9ft 9171 2597T5 ft 
97ft99 ft 9ft 9ft 119^ ft 95^ 9911 fft 9lft 9ft 919^ Iftqft 
?kl 9| Ift^lftl 9ft 9ft 3il7 9lft ft 99 99 95lft Iftlft 717919 ft 
9q9W 7ft ^ ft 9Tft 951 ftTDFlR 957ft ft ftlft 9lft 9ft ft91 ft 
TJ995 1ft91 991 1 9lft ft 95| 9R Iftlft 9ft '39 : IftftftTR ft 
%fe9 9l7lft9 Iftft 3il7 Iftift ft 1991957 ft1l7I95 79 ft ft 95fl 


ft1ft91ft9l99 ft 9# %91991 ?7T 9997 919 259:9 99 99999 
ft1ft9199ltl 

5. 977R 8 ft 95^ 99111ft 9lft ft 3T9ft 3lf9997n ft 919T9 
ft I99ft99 9ft 199195 18.02.1994 3^7 02.01.1997 9ft 95P|ft 
ftlftTl ftlft^ 9195 ft ft91 ft1ft9 9ftf 919R 99719# f 39 IftTlft 
I99ft99 9ft 99fft97l179^ 9n1ft: ftft 11 

6. I99ft99 ^ 9lft 9ft 19995 18.02.1994 3^7 199195 
02.01.1997 9ft ftlftn 9ft 199195 26.09.1997 9ft HlllTl 957 
IftH 991 3^7 ^: ft91 ft ftft ft f95K 957 IftH IftlTlft 919 919f 
ft 1ftli95 12.02.1998 9ft ftftftl 9?117l1ft95 3lf99579, 9937^ 
719^ 91979 99191 ftl959 9?117ll995 3lf99579, 9937 ft 
1ft9l95 24.11.2000 9ft 9191 9ft 3Ilft99 7Ill79 957 9t 19191 ft 

9917l1ft95 3lf99579, 9937 ^ 39^9 l99f95 2 4.11.20 00 
ft ^99 91957 9Hftl9 71979n 9^ 9937 ^ 719^ 

1ft9l95 24.11.2000 ^ 3Ilft9 ^ l975g:91I995197399ft 19Plftl9 
71979H9^'9l4ld4, 9937ft 19995 17.01.2001 ^ 39^9 ft 
919I 9ft 3199119919 9^ 9lf99517l ^ 719^ 93lft 9ft 99 ftl, 
199^ 9I79197979 T919lf99579 ^ 719^ 919919319199111 

7. 3Ilft 919199 9599 tl95l99^^ 9119191^99999591 
79 ft 13 9l 99fft9lft ft 199^ ft 9191 9ft ft91 ft 3995 9571^91 
91 I 95 9191 1ft9l99 ft9199 799 91919 957 71^, 39 9997199^ 
99 95f1 3 MI 99519919 3lf9lft99, 1947 9ft 9171 59l 31371^ 
^ 3137 TR 9 I 995 Iftftftiftllft 99 9 I 791995 11 919 I ftoiiyPw 9ft 
ftrfft ft 319 995 ftr^PTR t ftk 95# 95Ff79 9# 11 319: 9191 ft 
9lft919ft tfft59719ft ft9r5lft9 3Ilft3ll99l95 31.07.1992 1ft779 
957 71979 799 7l1ft9 9ft ft91 ft 39 :79l1q9195919nft 1 

8. 199 # 9ft 9795 ft 9141 tK 9739 957 7ft9ftT9 3995 9^9 # 
9797 1 l975§:9^95fl99ltl959^195lft##9l9919T919l9ft99 

# 1713 ftl99 #9179l95K 11 ^195199F1 “ 9ftl9 ” 9ft 9 I 79 I 9 I ft 

3ir^lfft9 9# % I (Extra Department mail carrear) 9ft 

ft9#: Post and Telegraph Extra Departmental Rules, 1964 
3171 1ft9l99 ## t 3il7 3 MI 995 19919 3ll9lft99, 1947 # 
9ll99H 793 ^ 9 # #ft 1191# 7919 ft9 3119## # 3l9ft9 3991 
( 9l9^ )# 79 ft 731191991919919719ft Ift##! 939 919591 

# 3i9ft9 9# 9ft 9# # 191# 3ik'lP|ch I 9913 3lf9lft99, 1947 
ft 9l79lfft9 “ 95ft95R ” 9ft 9 I 79 I 9 I ft 3ir^ll99 9# t #79 I 95 
HHH14 71#^ '9l4ld4ftr7irc|d 3T9l317999 3385-86/1996, 
7191#9997I ?9#997 ftl79 39l35ft9 #959 39 399 9931 #1919 
#7195 39 339 ft 31991179 19591 119991ftl97I 3T9l31 # I 90 I 9 
9ft 9% 397-1 91#97# 799 7173911 

9. Tftsftre 3ll95 9ft9 # #9 7399 2,3,4,5,6,8,9,10,11,12 
9 13# 9599 9ft l9l#9 79 ft f95R 1#91 99111 3ll9l799 
9599 ft 9^ 95^ 99111# 39ft395 95ft95R 9# 91191# 9ft 77R 
#9 31#### 33319 #99719 319# 1#ft3lft 97 
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30.09.91 ^ 7.11.91 cT^cTSIT^^I^^ 
31.07.92 7^3 -q;^ ^ ^ ^ HsI01191 I 'RTsff 93[ 3Hc|9)IKI 
^ %TT eft w 3I^93WT sraf?q ^ ^ Tft 

srgqftsicl 07.11.91 9ft 31993RI ftf 9TOr ^ftft 1 

TT^^il^^l^TSnrHiirHd 9ft7n9ftf99TftftTfft9ftf 

^ 31^71R rndPod PH^rdd ^ dKM 937 ^ | 

10. 977R 3 ft 9F 93991 i93 71# 9«9 9^ t f93 eft ^9719 W, 
^#9317ft, 9f79Tfft9T93 01.08.1991 ft 31993WI97 9ft sfft SR# 
ftdiftdKl 979^91# eft #ftTIM9ft 3T99t 991^319931919ft 
319f9 ft 999 ft # Ml ft 93lft 937 ft tg 9f[99 97^ f9391 3ft7 eft 
#ft TIM 9ft ^#q.97fl 9f791 # M9 ft fft9f93 30.08.1991 ft 
999 ft # 99 ft TUI 9911 eft #ft TIM 9 : 99 ft# Ml ft 917S9T9 
ftfriUM E.D.A. (Conduct and Service Rule, 1961)# 379# 
999 ft # Ml ft Til 9ft 1999 fft99o|ldld7# 799397 - 2 # Ml 
ft 7MM 1 1 31lft 9 ^ 9399 t f93 eft 99719 W, 31993191 97 
319lf99^ Ml ft 31^qfT99 Tt fftH# 9f791979M1 9# ft91 
^ 5999371991991 1 39 ft 9^ 93^1991 ft f# eft TIM 999 ft# 
Ml ft f99i93 31.07.1992 993 ft9179 7ft I ft#997ft, 9f791 9ft 
fftgf#! 9ft ##91 9179 9ft 9# 3ft7 3T99: eft ^Tlft TIM M# 
99f99 f5 f#ft ft#597ft, 9fftn # Ml ft fftiM 06.11.1993 
9ft 19599 1#919911 

11. 31lft 91#97 # 9797 4 ft 99 9391 991 ft f# 31lft993 
3ftftini9> 19919 3lf9f999, 1947 ft9l79ft99 diftdiK dfti ft3ft7 
7I9r79n3ftftll993l9919l999, 1958 #1999 77 9 78 7959# 
ftift ft 1 91# Tftift ft H 3ftMrft9 ft 7791 991 91 3ft7 99 31791# 
M9791 99 7199 ft 19919 # I 999 # 315797 79199 937 # 9# 1 
99 # 9391 991 ft 1# 91# E.D.A. Service and conduct Rules 
1964 # 3i9ft9 99 # # Ml ft TUI 991 91 Iftnft ##71 Iftft Mft 
999ftf9199H99lftl91##919#ft 919 25 3ftlftl99319919 
3lf9l999 99 9ll99H 7959# #91 ft 99f1# 99 993 I99lft9 
949 k 1 991 319# 1#ft9I7l 97 99 # # Ml ft TI9191 991 91 
99119919 919 19599 9# 1#91991 913ft7 99 199lft9 ft#99# 
9ft l95l#f # 9| # 99 # # Ml ft 91# 9ft #91799:79199 9f 
9# 1 99 # 9391 991 ft 1# ?71991# ft I99lft9 19599 ft#99# 
# 99719 W #91 ft 315qlM19 7ft 1#71# 91791979M119#l79 
9l#91 39191937 9# #91 ft 991 #91991 3ft7 99 9939199lft9 
ft#l917ft 519 7911# 9# 99# ftftftril# 9ft #91 # 79199 937 # 
9#l 

12. 91# 59 # # Ml ft #9199 ft#59# 9ft 315ql7#7r ft 
9391 #391 ft 319:91# 59 # 9ft #91791#9 # 919# ft 3 M 1 I 993 
#1919 3lf#999 9ft 919 2 (311311) (##) 93191#9H 31193#9 
ftl91 ft 991 91# 9ft #91 791#9 93l #2# 9ft1 93f1 91 99391 ft 
9#1# 919 25 953 931 93lft 9TM99 9ft1 ft I 91# # 919# ft 
3i#ftl993 #919 3lf9#99 99 91 I 9919 71159 # ftl91 ft I 


13. 9^ # 93^ 991 ft #3 ### 991171#93 3lf99379, 9957 
ft 591959 # 31I9R 97 91# 9ft 31#99 ### 9ft ft 3# 9P1#9 
9M M19M9 ft # 91# 9ft fe 91#199 99 #79179 #391 ft 319: 
91# 9ft #f9 # 3157 IR 7159 M19M9 ft 31991 91979 93191 

14. %1 10 ft 9399 ft #3 31#993 59 # # Ml ft #9#9 
ft#5 571 719191 991 91 3# 9R #9#9 ftft# 79# 7199 993 
315qf799 7ft # 3# ##f#19315# 9#391 31991937 #91 # ^3191 
991 3# ##99 59 9# ftft# 9ft #5#9 #9915797 9ft 9# 199 
#599 M#9 ft#5 9f#n # Ml ft 9319 931# # #191M 91 9# 
399#9#ft 31I#993 9ft93lft9l#7lftft99 9M9ftf3391l'91# 
9ft 31#99 ### ■5M171#93 3lf99379, 9957 571 71# # 53 # 
97 #9991 # 919 #9#3 24.11.2000 9# MlfMT 9ft 9# 3# 
9H9#3MM19M9, 9957 ft 9759 9ft 9# 91#199 # #9#3 
17.2.2001 9ft #779 937 # 9# I 91# E.D.A. (Conduct & 
Service Rules 1961) # 315797 #3# # 315#9 99 f939R9ftt 
ft 9##3 9^ #9#9 93ft9lft 9ft #1fft9lft 97 371# 59 # # Ml 

ft 3# 59 791191 991 911 9^ # 93f1 991 ft #3 59 929 99 
37#1I9fc95#ft#3 7M31lft#9957##7lft. 10/96 9#M 
f#F 9919 59 . 571 .#.311. 3M97 59 359 ft #9#3 29.1.98 9ft 
9lf#1 3191# ft 95 3199lf79 #391 991 ft #3 31#593 ft #9#9 
93ft9lft # 31993W1 97 9# 97 59 # # Ml ft 93# #391 3# 
ft71T59#93ft9lft99 9197n3irafl#93#915 3lf#ft99, 1947 

# 31#9 9ftf 31191 ft 3# ftm 59 # 93ft9lft #3# 315#9 99 
5935R 9# ft 9##3 ftM 59 # 93ft9lft 99 91979 3i#ft#93 
#915 3lf#ft99 9ft919 2 (3ft311) (#.#.)# 3i#I9 31191 ft I 

# ## TIM 9991719 71#M f#F 9919 59.59.#. 3M97 # 
919##5#M1#3ir^l#9ftl7M31###9ft. 10/96 71#M 
f9F9919 59.59.#.3fl., 3M97 59 359 # 919##7##I9 
##9 9ft 5##1# 31R-3 91#TR # 919 TMFTT ft, 3#: 51#9 
9ft 9# ft #3 51# 9ft 91#199 #779 9ft 9119 3# ft9M9 571 
ft#9 #5# (#13#9) 99 9919 99971T993 Ml ft #91 9115 | 95 
# 9391 991 ft #3 51# #3# #5997 99 315#5 5#99 9935R 
Tftffti 

15. 51# 9ft 9753 #919157199R 5759 937 9#197# 5797 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12 3# 13 99 317#997 #39199lft5797 
7 3# 9 # #99 ft 9391 991 ft #3 919R ft# 9ft 399993919# ft 1 
5797 11 #9399 9ft7#997#39199lft3ft7 31#f#9 9399ft 
99 9391 991 ft #3 51# 93# #795 #5 314-4 4 4 57 9# TUI 991 
9#93 # 99719 W, ft.#.59.7ft. 5f#n # 3199319157 9# M# 
#93TI79M1#9#3 30.8.91 #51#9ftftft#93#5#9ft9379# 
i#.59.#. # 59 57 TUI 9911 51# ft #9#3 30.08.1991 # 
#9#3 7.11.1991 993 d0ldK93##3911 #993 8.11.91 9# # 
99719 W, ##. 59 .#. 395 # #75 Mft# 93#9R 5MI 9# 
#391 3# 51# ##R 59# 9ft 97993 # 937917f1151# ft #9#3 
30.08.1991 # 7.11.91 993 59 8.11.91 # 31.7.92 993 #91 
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[^11—13^ 3(ii)] 


r^liyl Rl'+'MId ^ i^.T33T.#.^'CK'qi:^fe[T (1^^8.11.91 
^ eH w, STITT %Tg ^ 3lk ^FRT 

^TTT3;|-;n8l1?llTT^'^^^TT ^ ft#T 

fri^, ^ ^cTFlT cH w % STN d'lldK ^ tI f 
^yrdlJ.^^%TTirHyrdd'q7r^31|cn;i|cf>d|Ti#t, 

3n«11 31.7.92 cl^ ftTTTR ^ ^TTm TfT 

aftr fTT TT'J’rf 3T^fTT Tjof %n, sil-ld Tlf^cT ■RT^fl 
^ddlH PcliAd Tldl lf^^^3lMln|c|o ro|dK3#lfWT^3n1^TTH 
TT^TI^rfSTFlsMI^I^^ fWT77^78^WTTTi^%^ 
TFUCRTsH^W^^^Tj^rdoHl y<+K^Tflf^i;i^^Tp1t3lkTT 
# TftfCT ^ %R ^ tptt 1 eH ^ITTM W, ^ 

TI^ ^ ^ ■qUrriFR^?^ 'RTsfl ^ i^.TTTT.#. ^ 

■q^Tn; pdidl <+l4<d ^ PdlJ. do^l TFTT1 Hlddld -dldldil 

■9T«11 ^ fe dirddil Tnft^ Tiff ^ -RlfT?^ ^ 

3TTRT ttitt^ ^31^ ^ %T3; -RTsfl ^ 1 

16. ■RT«1l9[fTl^^TT^^^^^i240f^^3Tf?l^^ 

^^^TRui-^nsftsfi^inic), ot,4chii^TpiT32fT sRnsftwrr-qT 
3ik1n|ch srfirfWT ^ -Rlf^TTH t I ■RT«11 

dtrdHd TI# 313: dldldl TUfel %3 t 3TTT3; 3ik -RTsll ^ 
3#Ri 41 dill 317 ildiyrddSTl^^ 1331^31.7.92 fTO3 317 7TTR3 

7TT3 Tlf^ 73313i1- 53 : ^ TSTTfqcl 3niT I 

17. f33T31 18.7.2003 3ll3Wr^^ 3Tf3333f^ 3TT3R 37 
dc3ild1d f%H lldiuld 3Tf33n^'^f3T3 3T3f^ rdlPdd 
Tltf:— 

(1) Whether the workman was appointed by the non¬ 
applicant management to the post of EDMC on 
30-8-91, who continuously worked up to 31-7-92 
and whose service was terminated in violation of 
the provision under Section 25-F of the ID Act? 

(2) Whether the non-applicant management after the 
termination of the service of the workman has 
made fresh appointments of the employees in 
violation of the provision under Section 25-H of 
the ID Act? 

(3) Whether the Postal Department does not fall 
within the definition of the 'industry' under the 
provision of the ID Act? 

(4) Whether the applicant — workman is not covered 
within the definition of the 'workman' under the 
provision of the ID Act? 

(5) Relief, if any. 

18. HlRsl3i7IT^^i3r3l3^3ll3731^e11?5lidld3T3f3l1 

3133-33 133131 23.12.2014 311 37^3 3l1 33l 3311^^ ^ 
333113l337l^ f33l3113.1.2015 3113l133II 3l13731 ^ 

eft hdld'd WfTff^ 3T?ft^, ^13137 3ft 3133-33 1^3131 


15.1.2015 3113733 3ft 33 I 331 3131 33 ^ ?33ft 3l33ft^ 

13313110.2.2015 3ll 3ft Tpft 1 

19. 313133 ^ 3#lll3 73^ ^ ^ ft Tjfti ^ 733 133 I 31 
18.7.2003 3ll fth^PlTd ^ 733 sftftftTI Aw-1 7T3133 Aw-10 
3753 131313311 fftrft eft 33713 3113 3ft 3T331R1 33ft33, ^ 
3ft 333l1 37 ^ 3ft ftrftft 3ft7 3313 I ftft felfti 3ft 77ft3 3ft 
31lft3l3, eft ^737T#ft^f%R3ft33331?13 313113313311 
ftsft 3^ ftll^ 3ft 31tft3l33i 331333 sftftftri 31ll37T 113ftTll3 
73^ ^ 33 ft 133^ 3ft 3731 ft 313137 ^ 733 333113 71#53 
T31313I3^7[33lftl37T 33ft7T7fts3 3585-86/96 TR-fePdddd 

?3ftl337 3ft7 3173 ^313 Tift 333.33ft333f3T3 3313 ft33 

ftlTTTlTift 333 ... 7R3313T3, ft l3TTl3l33i312.2.96 3ft 3l3%1q 
3 ft ftlelMpt R-1, E.D.A. Conduct & Service Rules 1964 ft 
ft3ft33'573313ftTp5 34 3ft LblftyPd R-2 37^tll33^^ 
313137 ^ 3737 13 ft 311313 sftftftn R-3 (313 Tfell 10/96, 
Tlftr^ 1713 3313 Ti;7T°T171°3l°3lf°, ^ 13^3 13331 29.1.98 3ft 
yPdPdPy) 3# 3733 1(311^333 yeft3 73^331311ft 3ft 3731 
ft 331371137 3# 37^ 11 

20. 3lft1 331 3ft 3731 ft 3T3ft 7rfTft3 ft 13T31^331 ^W3 
3753 l3lft 3ft t:— 

(1) 1984(48) E.L.R. Page-310, S.C. (F.B.) fthd ^P^3I IdPhftd 

- 3T3l733l . 3313.13333313 - 37331 

(2) 1991(2) R.L.R. Page-158, (JAIPUR BENCH) sllPlddd 

ft31 3331 3113 ft - 3731 3313 . l37Tlftft3 33131717, 

Tftoftlosfifo^o -qft 23 333 - 373313TT1 

(3) 1993(3) W.L.C. (Raj.) Page-54,337313 1353 T^fi3id3 

(33^ ftte) Iftf - 3131.3313.33 ft37 

3llft, 33^ Tift 333 - 37331313 

(4) 1991 (1) L.L.J. (Suppl.) Page-848, JI3713 733 3#T ^ 

31173ft33 PdPhft^-aiftlTllftl . 3313 .... ftl331 ft° ftTTl^ - 

37331 

(5) 2003(3) (Raj.) R.L.W. Page-1966,33733733 lift 333 

- 31313131.3313. eft 3tT3 3tft1 lift 333 - 373313TT1 

(6) 2003 Western Law Cases (Raj.) UC, Page-727, 

Rajasthan High Court (Jodhpur Bench) 7137313 733 "Oft 
333 - 313l7113l . 3313.7lft3 ^3R 3l3 lift 333 - 

37331313 

(7) 2005 Western Law Cases (Raj.) UC, Page-737, 

Rajasthan High Court (Jaipur Bench) 3131337 '^73^3 - 

33Tl7113l . 3313.3 313 ftp^ fTgl73371 1 h^J 3^ Tift 

333 - 3733 I 3 TTI 
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(8) 2008 (2) Western Law Cases (Raj.) Page-702, Rajasthan 

High Court (Jaipur Bench), - 

^ .. #9# RT# ^ SRf - 

(9) 2008 (118) FLR Page-950, S.C. TDRSIH dPddcbdl 

- 3pjklTsff.. 

(10) 2010 (125) FLR Page-187, S.C. . 

.... . ^-dlPHAK, (^fiTTTHT) - 

(11) 2010 (125) FLR Page-629, S.C. 3Pjrr:?lT(f - 

. . iJ.<+d1'RiPic| ^-jppHiK, MPwrldi tr«l P^PcI'dH, 

■Q;^, inlld - 

(12) 2010, LAB. I.C. Page-1039, S.C.T^^BR - 3#^ 

..^P<iiHi ipq - 

(13) 2011 (2) Western Law Cases (Raj.) Page-446, 

Rajasthan High Court (Jodhpur Bench) - ■^TT^rt. 

.... WT. WK mPddil TDRJR^ SPT - JR^KffrpiT 

(14) 2012 W.L.C. (Raj.) U.C. Page-663, Rajasthan High 

Court (Jaipur Bench) STRITT M - SRkJTsrf.RRFT. ^ 

PytHi^P^d srTfTRR, 7Tt°#°snf°^° -q;^ 3 rr - 

RcRgffiTTJT 

(15) 2012 (134) FLR Page-217, Pt'refl 3-^ "dNM'4 

WiPdPByd 4)1P"Hd - 3RftFn«fl.^RFT.Jf#! ^ 

Wlf - TRRKft 

(16) ftfesmld Btedl 10353-10354/14, 

PdPufd Pddidi - IS-ll-M'g^TDFJ^- snrj^STfR^^oxfjo 

( 17) 3PTkT WIT 346/15, pTofR 

PddiPdid - 13-1-1985 3T%n«ff.'^RFT. 

.. qRilHI THR TTR SRI - -yRafRFT 

(18) 19981.L.L.J. S.C. page - 57 (F.B.) dd<d £|^d<, 

... SRt^gff . RRT. 9rj filRR :!R SRT - -yRSlf 

21. ^ "ETRt ^ rRiRiPr eft #1 cr«iT ^ 

cRR ftf f%H jrfftfftpR eft TF^, ^ 

1# cf«F ^ TTRR 3RFft^ fftRT I 

22. eftt^lidld#ft^P4SH yPdPHpR?RIR^4qB yi^d^ft 

Rft t % ■yrsft Rft fftRFT ^ #^°RT°7ft° ^ R 

30.08.1991 Rft Pd^Pdd Rft Tf sfk -yTsft ft 31.7.1992 
RR fft^R RT ftf IftRFT ^ srftftl -q^ r: Rpft fftRT 3fk 

Rft^ RTCH Rpift 3fp: ftftftpT fftft STSRT ftlfei ^ 

ftfftRft ftt WTRT ^flcTFT %ft ■q;ft fftRft-y^ Rft 
3RRFTt %ft Rftft ^SSftt 1.8.1992 Rft'yT«ffRftftlRT 

RTRi ^ ftt Iftt Rft Rft t % ■yrsff ft ^ 

ft 240 ftr srfftR Rift fftRT t fBfdft ■yiftf Rft BOiPkl 


4d1l?j4d1 RTO25TRTftmTI25fttcr81TRRI25TTEf3ftftlP|d, 

srfftfftpri, 1947^'yifftRn^dtrdftdftRftRfttl^ 
ftt fe Rft t % -yiftf PdilPHd ftRT RT RfTR R W RR ft 
^Rfftft 4dPd4d1 ft RFraft ftRT RTRl ftt Rft t 3R: -yTsft ft 
fftF^ftRTBOlPklRTSTTft^fftTRRRRRRRnRTrfftr-yTftftf 
ftRT ft'S^Rftfftr fftRT ^ I 

23. fftr^ftfftgFT srfftwrftt cRRftR^^^fttRfttfe 

■yift eft ftft RTR #ft ft! fft WT ?Ri Rift ft)^ ftrgffti Wd 

Rft ftt Rft SRI: RRftt ftRT RTTR RRft RtT PR pft I 

RfFT fttfttRftftlft^IRlIftPFT'RlTFT’fttpfftlMft sftp'pift 
RiftRiR ’ ftt pftPM ft srr^rfer R# t fftftft sftftfftR fRRTR 
srfftfftRB, 1947ftPTfftRHPTftftTKftftRIFIR#ftfttlR^ 
R^ ft Rft Rft fft Plft Rft RRft ft RR ft eft RROR W, 
#ft°1TIT°ftt° ftftn ftt RFlf RRft 31RR1RI Ri; ftft Ri: ftRR SIRRIR 
31RpR ft fftft W RRT RT 3ft ft RRRR RIT^ ft ft 31Rft fftftRlft 

RT 31RR1RI 31RpR ft ftp; ft ftft RM ftft Rft TURTRT RTIR^ 
ft WRRTtfft ftRRORWfftftRl 01.08.1991 ftf iftlTRl 
7.11.1991 RRl 31RR1WI RT Rift ft gftPR ft SfRRlWI S[RpR ft 
%R HsIRlft ft ftfftR 31RR1WI ft ftoR fftftRl 7.11.1991 ft 
fftftRl 31.7.1992 RRl 315qftRRftfRRftRnRrP:Rft ft Rift 
ft ftftRRlftft Rft fftftRl 31.7.1992 RRIWRRT 3ft:fftRfftl 
fftftftr ft RPTFR TTRft ft RR ft Rift Rft ftRT RRTRf RR ft Rft I 
RR RRR ft Rft Rft t fft ft RRRR W fftlTRl 1.08.1991 ft 
31RRRRIR7 Rft ft RR^ ft ftft RM ftft Rft Rftr TTRft iftftRl 
30.08.1991 ft TUT RRT RT1 fftpft Rft RRR RRR ft fftriS Rift 
R^^RRRRRRftRftffft ftRRRRWftftRl 01.08.1991 
Rft 31RRnpiRTRftRft ft 3ftT ftftftTRTTftftRftRIRlfRRFT 
ft fftlTRl 30.08.1991 ft ftRT ft TUT RT ^RPdft RTRl fRRFT RR 
Ri^dl Odd ttft ftftftRTTRT#ftRftRRftftRRftTlITRRTRT 
RftRl RRRft RIRl fRRFT ft r| ftjgfftr IrRTRI 30.08.1991 Rft Rft 
ft, Rfft RRft ft RR ft RTRf fft^ f STT ftRT ft RR ftRT ft fftTTRT 
1.08.1991 RftTlITRRTftRTfftrRfftTftRRTTRWRRRnRTRT 
Rfti 

24. RRRR^ ^ RT^ RRR RRR ft TFRft ft R^IRTlft ^ 
RT^ RTftT Rft TTftfft RTR fft^3ft ft fftTRTTR ft TFRft ft Rft 
RTFft STTRRRRT11 

fRTRTTR RTR fft^ 

25. 'RTRTpRRRRT^TRfftTTRT 18.7.2003 Rft^RFRRTR-fft^ 
’tjPdd fftft Rft ■!■ fRRRR ReftTR RRT fftRT RRT ■!■ I RR RfR 
RTR-fR^3ft ft RlR-fft^ TRsp ftp Rft RR RR^RRl RTR-fft^ 
t fRRRR fft^ 3FR RTR-fR^3ft ft IrTTTTTR ft RRcR^jft ftft 
3RT: RTR-fft^ ftft Rft RR Rft IrTTTRRT tg Rfft RRR fftRT RT 
T^'t' I 

fRTRTTR RTR fft^ THsqr - 3 

2 6. RR RTR fft^ ^ STTRIR RR t fft RRT RIRT fRRFT 3flftlfRR7 
fRRTR 3ftRfftRR 1947 Rft RRT 2(J) ft RffRTfftT “RRFT” Rft 
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■qft’TTO ^ sTFsifer ^ t? ^ f%H 

srfqWT ^ cTlTF ^ ^ ^ Tpft t % 1 ^ WT “ ^#fT ” 

^■qft^^31|^|Rd^t3fk^y<+l <lcrellsl cII^ItK^W!:! 
^ Tm 11 ^ THTP ^ ^ ^ % Tpft t fe 

Sil^inich f5[^ 3lf?#PTfT 1947 ^ 3nf^^ ^cfiTR ^nTT^ ff 
^ t, ?1713111% 4TfT#T ^ ttpi^ ^51#5Ef T?M 1 ^ 

SKI RlRld Sllld H'tem 3385-86/1996, feRl'dHd ^4li^<4tK, 
ilfl^31lT9i%'4, ^ •d H 31^ ®RR^%^#iril 13:^31^% 
■qrficr f%ii%i 2.2.96 ^ Kililyrd 31K/1 ^ngir ^ ^Pit 11 
ii^^poisH yrdrdr?i%^^w^tfe^i^ 
f%WT “^#9” ^ -qfim^ 1% 3ir^if%cr f 3ik 3iii% ^ 
1998 1.L.L.J. S.C. Page-57 (F.B.). 'ddld 
Slli^K .... 3liltRl?Tf ... -^RTl.... ■# fwn IM 13;% 3R1 - 
■yR«Tf ^ 31^ feR 11 

27.%% W ^ ^ ^c%lH ^ 11821ilftf^sifM 

^ ■qfRl^ % HRRl 31c|cdlcbd %21T I r^Pl^dd 

31FF1 -^, ^A|d,H ■Q:^ 3R1 - SRkHsff ®RR ^ %211fl RtUR 
TT^ 3R1 ■yRSffTTTJI, % HHdlil 71#5Ef RFRPl % f%TJ%l ^ IJ^ 
4-qi 2 r 3iM%?ifftir % 2 it t % 3iiitRi8Tf ^Ri i%RTT ‘ ‘ ' 

21 # 11 %%i 3K ®RR aft f%Rll IM T3^° ^ 

KHH1a| ll#5Ef -y|A||e1A| # llTTl^ Tf^ ^fRT fftRRofftl SIT f# 
f%RTT “^ifPl” #t iftlRR # 3ir^lf#r 1211 
21#, PiHdlii -2i|i||cdi| ^ijuf ifeftfRjfti^^rRi: 5 # 

2R 3Rmf^ f#R t f# f^llft^ 311R #R STTR 

^ft^ufi RlWQ# 31Rft “^#tTT”^iiif^ff Slf^jPdNfRd 
^RW^ 112 p#til 1 #ftsi%d# d#d 1 31?ftll^fftwi“^llftT” 
#t iftlRR # 31|^|Pdd 11 iPddilH fftRTi ^ ## 15 % 

#3 % “ ” #t iiftRR # 3ir^if#i #% #t 3R«iTCwi ^1^ 

#t 1 oditedi ^ PoK>%yu| ^ 3 ii?ir -qi: # ^ fftR# -qi: 

^ fWT * ‘ '' ^ ■qft'iliqi # 31 F^lf#l 1 1 ^ fft2^#®ll 3 

dSl-HK 1^^ ^ ddiKIcHdi fftfofu fftlR rrt 11 

Pd^dKiJI ^fft25#l^ - 4 

2 8 . 2 R ^ fft 2 ^ fH 31RP1RT t % ^ 31lts^ aft #% RM 

## 3ft#lfilR 3lP?#piTi 1947 ^ STRTftl ■qftRfqn 

“diftdiK” #t ■qftmqi # 3iF^ifei 21 ^ t? fftq^ # f%H 

sftiRqin #t nw # 2if ^ TRt t f# ■yi 8 ft eft ^ RiR #Tft 

“<4)44iK”#t#i:'qiqi#3ii^iPdd2i#t3fti:-qi?ft aft#%RM 
##R1PF1R171^ P^pcl^dd 31iqi qlw sRH ^ ft^nq 

Rlnqi P# 312?1, ■# Tuq^ ift f^iR ^ f f%i;q% PHdlq 
22 IFIRPI % ^ 31^?llflll fftlR f % -qisfl chftchK 21 # t 3fti: 
3 ft41414) 3lP?#12in 1947 ^ -yifft^lPl ciftPH PFl# # 

R12]^2i^#fttlfB#'fft^'yi8ft 4)44)K#fftSH'yf#2rf%4ft 

clPF # 2R # 4ft 21# t % FR fefft^FlR ?2^lft4Si: 31iqi 
#1^ 42 TR 4 #114 2#iiR p# 3124 # i#4# 4ft 21121 RI ftftqp; 
##4114 42 TR # fft414 44 4:4° 44 344 # 414# ft fftw 


f41414411 1 W# l44q§: fftq# # fftSR 31 P 44441 4ft 444 ft 4^ 
444 4ft 4# 11# 414141 ftftRl ##444 4244 aft fft414 44 44 ° 

44 344 # 414# ft 44 N 4 24141414 ^ 41# # “444K” 

#ft 414 #ft 41424 ft 2 # ^14141 # 4# 14ft f414lfq4 (Displace) 
21#f414144lt#441 “4#4”4ft4fi:414lft 31|^|Pdd#ft41 

4 #ft # 41424 ft 4^ ^14141 # 1 # 11# 44 f#442141 ?24%42 i 
311#ftft^ 4414 4 #114#441 44 3124 ft “4#4”#41424 

ft # 1 # ^1444 4112J214ft 4# ftsftft 44 f44q4 4# 44# 11 

29. ftft444q##444 4^ # 41424 ft ## # ^Wf 44 

41441 1# 314#l4Rf#411 24441 ftftqp; ##444 4414 

# f4414 44 4:4°... # 41441 314#t414 ft 4^24if|i f % ^ 

441# ft f4^ 44 ft ##444 f4414 # “ 4#4 ” 4ft 4^4141 ft 
311^rf#l #ft 414 #ft 44 441011 f4414#4 84 2#111# 3fl#lf441 
f4414 31p4f4214 1947 4ft 414 2(J) ft 4fl4lf#l 1144 f#4244ol 
?24%441 31141 4ft4.... 4414 4 #44 #441 4# 314 # 441# 
#7J#1 314#t414ft4424lf#:tl41'qc4##4lft44i:#ft31441 
4 #ft 44 414oll # 14414#4 84 3# 24i4if444ni % 4^ 3144lfftl 
f#41 84 f# 4141 f4414 “4#4l ” 4ft 4^4141 ft 3ir^rf#l 13# 
441# 4lft44i:4ft4fl414lft 31F^lf#lt3ik3ft#lf44lf4414 
3lf4f444 1947 #4lf44R 4141^#% t4142ft4 4#54 24141414 

# fft#! # ij^ 8 47 4f 254#14 ft, ".It would thus be 

seen that the method of recruitment, the conditions of 
service, the scale of pay and the conduct rules regulating 
the service conditions of ED Agents are governed by the 
statutory regulation. It is now settled law of this Court that 
these employees are civil servants regulated by these 
conducts rules. Therefore, by necessary implication, they 
do not belong to the category of workmen attracting the 
provision of the Act. The approach adopted by the tribunal, 
therefore, is clearly illegal." 2344l7#4ft4F74Rftl41 Hidd# 
24#54 24piRT4%44 3144lfftlf#4lftf#441#/#14 2#4qi 
“ 4lft44i: ” 4ft 4^4141 ft 31F^lf#l 4# t 3 # 3Mf441 f4414 
3lP#444 1947 #4lf44H4141^4^#%ft I ^441R4c4# 4% 
“4lft41R”#ft 414#ft# 74424 ft P^PcIddd ?2^#447 31T41 
■#R44T4 4 #44 24111414# 3124 ft # 4# ^14784 244741 
ftftni #%I444 4414 # 14414 714 4%!° 3124 % # 4 # 

^14784ft f#4ll44 4# ft 4#f# 24 ;i4i ft%47 %fR444 41# 

414# % #441 “4#t4” 4ft 4f74141 ft 314^144 44 2 fiiTi 4 n 

f4414#4 84 I # ## 4441 ## 44 241444 #14 2#7141 # 2 ciiti^ 

ftf424 4#ft, 314: ft^f4R# 47 #1# ###4441## 
“4lft447”4ft4f7414lft3ir^lf#14#t3ft7 3Mf441 f4414 
3lf4f444 1947 # ■yif4414 41# # 2^14^ 414]^4^ ft# ft I 

414-t#l 74511 41143747 R# # f447S 71447I7R41 iftfiJ# #44 
4474 ft I 

#77474 414 #25 4754 - 1 

30. 44 414 #2^ ?4 31RI4 44 ft #144144#47 # ## 4441 
■## 4ft Ptdid) 30.08.1991 4% #4# 44244 ^171 ft°2ftl'°4Tl°#° 
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f^WSIT, d9ldK 31.07.1992 

^c||i|3Hl^lP|ch ro|o|KS[MwT1947^ 
?IRI 25 TTT ^ ^ dcrdHH TRM 

31. ^ct^W«TT?TI'RT«ff 30.08.1991 

^ ^°^°'Q3T°7Tt° ^ ■q^ Ti ^ ^ t, ?7T cr«^f 

^ fes ^ ^ m ■RTsif ■q^ qr t qqffe 1qq^ ^ qisfl qit 
feqiqqitsfkwqqit% 
eft qqiM w eft ^ qnqi qrl 3iq^ -qq 3iqqiwi 

qqqnftqrqq^qqTsiqqiRiqftsrqfq tg qrqrqrqTifqq^qft 
cTOTTf q4icidlqq^qqw3ifq#!iEx. M-iqqqi^q^qqifft 
^ %q; IftpiT qqr t % eftqqqiq wft eft^qiM^qtqft 

3TTft srqqqqi qq^cf qiqift ^ %1T ^ fqqFT ^ qiTT^ 

■qrftqr-'qq Ex. M-i qqgq%qT i qisfi q^ ?ki qq^ 3ifq#?i 
Ex. M-l^rPHH Merely t:— 

qrqi^f 

eftqiq fqqt^ qflqq 

qjqi fqqiq ^ qqq 
P^-^H Pqft 

fqqq i snqq 1991 ftr 30 . 9.91 qqq qq aiqqnqi qqtqqq 
qiqft^qqTTf 

eftqiqqft, 

qqftqq fqqqpqftq qq fftftqq t % qrqf qftqpqfqfqqfft ^ 
qqqni ^iqq qqft qiqft ^ sqqqsj^i ^qPdipftftqqpiqq eft^ 
qqqT#qt ^iqiqnftqi^ft 1 

3iq: eftqiqqftqffqftqqt%qT«ftqq3iqqqqiqqtqprqiqft 

qftqqqrqift 1 

sqqqq 

1.8.91 qqqiq w(^^qBqtq) 

t5ii qqqT 'sftft °^°qqT°qft° qqftn 

(qqqT^qqqtq) 

32. qiqf eft^qfM#ftftqTT^ftqq^qiqq-qq ^qq 

qi^ t % qqiqft qqq PnyPqd qipii qiqi qq qfqqi ^ iftqTqi 
30.08.1991 qft ^°^°qq°qft° ^ qq qq «ft sftq fqqfqi 
31.07.1992 qqi qqift fqqqq qqft fftiqi sftq qq qi^qr ■’jftqqr 

siqqq t % ##q 3 i°qft° ^ qq qq qqiqft ftrjfqq ft fftqffqq 
qfqiqT qq si^qqqr q# -fq^qr qqi qi qqffqi #ftt°qq°qft° ^ qq 
qq fftgfqq t 5 qft^ qfqiqT fqqffftr qftt «ft qq^ qfqqftqn ^ 
qftq qq qqtqqq fqiqT t % qqi qq qq fq^fqq qft qfeqr qft qft 
qnqqft q# 1 1 qrqf ft qftrqftqrr ft qqi ^giiiq ft q^qqq iqiqT 11% 

qqift qqqiq qnq qft qqiq ^qqi qqqft qft 3iqpq ^ %q qqft 

fqiqT 11 3qft qqq-qq ft qiqf/qiT^ ft qiqi t fe qft iqqTqi 
1.08.1992 qft ftqigqq qiq fqqi qqi 1 qfftqftqn ft qiqf ft qq 
qqtqqq fftiqi t % qft fqqiq ft qftf fft^fqq qq srqqr ftqr ft 


qqiftqqqqqqffftqq qjqqrqft eft qpqftftt, q^qftqqq 
ftqq 3#irq ft qrqpTT ?q sftq qiqT qr fqi qq qrsff qft qqpft qq; 
ftftftPqiH PdPisidftqft^qq q^q^fqqrqneftqqqiqqnq^ 
qqq^ftqriqftftqqqiqTtffti eftqqqiqqnqqiq^^ftftqqft 
qn^ qnqqi 1 1 qn^ ft qqft qqqft qiqq eft qqqiq qnq qqq qqft 
ft 3ftq eftqqqiqqnqqftqiT^qqftqqiqftqnqqT tfeqqqqi 
qnqft ft qqft qqq qiqft ft i qfftqftqn ^ ftftq qii^ ^ qrqqr 
qqftqq 3ftqiq Ex. M-i/Aw-i eft^qnqr^qtqftqqifqrqqr 

fqqiqftq^qn^ftqqqqkqqfqiqTtfeqqTqqftfeq qqiqq 
qiqttlEx. M-iqqqTTqftftsrqftqqqrqiqqftqqqnqfttiqTT^ 
ft qq qq qqq fqiqT qqi fqi qft eft qqoq qnq qft ^nq ^qqi 
eft qqqiq qnq qft siqqqqi 3iqpq ^ fftq; qqft qi w qqi qi, qqi 
qqq^ ft qn^ qft qqi qiqqi t ft qqft qq qqft® fqiqT t 

qqftftqiqi 30.08.1991 ft fftqfqi 31 . 07.1992 qqiqiqifqqTq 
qq qqft fftiqi 1 eft qqftqi q^ ftft, qqiftqqi: qnqq ft qft qqiq 
sqftqq ftraqft 1 qq ft qiqr f fft qqi-ft fftq qft qiqq 
qqq qqqiqr qnqi t, qqft 3iqpq qqi qft qiqq qqq ftft ft 
qqqiqi qnqr t 1 qrft qft qft^ ftq ftftiftftT ft qqq 
qiqqqqEx.M-iqqftqqftaiqqftqqTftqqqqftftfq qqs f 
fftqift qft qrqi fqqiq ft ftqfft eft qqqqqnq qft qpiqqqft 
3iqqqqr qi qnft ft qfftiqqqqq I ^iqi fqqiq ft ft qiqftqi 
qqq ftft, qqftqqi: qiq qift ft qfft qqiq sqftqq fftgqft Tft, 
qqqq qqftn qift qft qifqqq qqqi qiqq-qq ft qqf t ftft Ex. 
M-1 qi qift qft ftft ft qq qq qqiift: qqqift qft, ?q qiq qq 
qfqft|qi^q#tiqqiqqftqi:?qqiqqqqfqft^qi^ q#ti 

ffteftqqqqqnqftsiqqqqiqiqiiftftqqqft sftqftqq fqqft 
3qq qqq qr qift qft fqgfqq ft Toq^ ft qftf 3qqi qfftqi 
3qRiqq qft qiqi fqqiq ft qn qqi 1 qqi qqi fqq^ qift 
eftqqpqqqfft,qiqisftft^ftqi^ftqsff ftq^ftfqiftf 
qqftqqqqqqtsiqftqiqq-qqft eftqqpqqqfftftqqqqftn 
fftqiftfft eft ftiftqnqiftf'fl'qft qiqi fqqiq ■ 5 Riqiql''f°ft°qq°ftf° 
ft qq qr fftgfqq q# ft Tft sfk q ft fftftf sipqqqft qiq 

qft^fqftqq sqftqifqqrqqift qift fftqi qqi 1 sqft qiqq-qq 
ftqiftftqqqiqitfqi eftqqqq wft aiqqqqi qi ftft ft 
qiqqi fqqrftq fqqq ft 3igqR eft qqqq qnq ftftoq;qoftf° qiq 
ft sqqft qftfftq qq fftftqift qi qqft ft qq ft eft ftft qnq 
ftqfqii wiftq qftqft^ft sqqftq qift xq qqqiqi qqi qi 
fqqft fqqiq fftqf cR^ ft qqTqift qft 1 1 ft^°qft°7ft° qft fq^fe 
ft qrq^ ft qj^ ft qqq -qq ft q^R 4 ft qiqi t fftl 
RRqiR ?Ri ^siqi fqqiq ft ftft'°qq°ftf° ft qq qi fftftqq 
fqfftqq qfftqi fftqffei t fftraft sigqR ft ftftoqrroftfo ^ 
qft qift 13fk qiqf eft ftft qiM ftqf ft qiqft ft ftftf fftftf 
qfftqi qq si^qqq qft ^sq qi 1 eft qqpqq ftqf ^ -^nft q^ 
^ qqqf qfqqft^ qft qqf 1 1 qfqqftft ft qftfqiq 3iqftqiq 

ft ftft fftftf fq^ ft fftq; sqqR qft qqqi f fft qift eft ftft 
qiRT ftqf qft ^iqi fqqiq ft ftft°T 7 q°ftf° ft qq qr fft^ fftqi 
qi I qfftqft^ qq sftqqifqi qiq ^ fft^ ft qrqftqn t fqi 
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PctidHl 3ftT ct>ci c|my dl^l aftr^FRlt 

■qr ^ ^ w: ti^ ^ ff eft 

ftfRftI didftd 

^Rcn 1 ^ cim Ex. m-i ^ 

srT^qR-qqftf^fft^-qT^fftT-qTsft ^ crai Rft %g: ^ 

^ 3Hyq,d tfe?ft^^idld 30.08.1991^^ 

ft i^.q^T.#. ^ ■qq fft^ fftRTT 1 ^ 

3n«ftRft cTRFftf-qT^ 3ftft#!I Aw-l/Ex-M-l 
eft^RiM eft^TEM 

3Rrfft tg Eift ft 1 ^ 3#r#!i ■qq Riftf Eft w1<+Jd ^ ft 

t EET 3nftf Eft EEE ft Eft^ fftfEEFE 

3ftftftqi-qRff f ftlft ft 

ERlft Eft 11 fttfe^ ^ EftfeE ^ STTEftlER E ^EE fEEftq^ 
ft E^ fft^ ftt fftfftETE t % ftt ^ ETRT #qt EIET fftEFT ft 

eft EEEE W ^ 31EEEET ET Elft ^ EETE EEEft EE^ l.ftt.EE- 
ftt. EE EEft Eilft ■ft ■fdE Tit Eft ft "QE EE^EE 'gJE Eft Eftf 
fftgfEE ■REH Eft Eft EEt ftt I 

33. Eft EET fftETET 30.08.1991 ft 'fEETET 31.07.1992 EE3 

■Elftt EIE ETTIER EEft fftft Elft EE ■qEE t Iftqft TTlft ft ■qfEEftETT 
ft2 ET ETET t ft EEEE Wt 3EftEE-fEETET 01.08.1991 
ft SIEEEEIETElft Eft-qr^ Eft ft ET^-fEEfET 30.08.1991 Eft 
STEETWIETEftEffEETET 6.11.1991 EE3 ET ftft ETIEE fftTER 
fEETEl 31.07.1992 EE3TEI lElEtETft’qTETftftfEEErftTftEET 
IftET t fft Elftf ftftTTM lEEfET 30.08.1991 ft fftEET 
31.07.1992 EE3 ft EETIE wft 31EEEEI ft ftOE EEft ET Tt 
sftr ft EETIE EIIE Eft EFIE ft ftiftdM EITT EEft EElft Eft ^lETET 
lEEfftEift.TTiT.ftt. EftfE^fEEftElETTEPEftEftt lEEETE^E 
ESEftEETTlfftEftEltlft ft ?ftftdld 'ft fEETET 30.08.1991 ft 
fEETET 31.07.1992 EET ft EETIEWEftElEEEEft fftETETT^ 
Aw-10 ft STEEflEET ft EE'EETE t fft ft EETIE W ft lEft ft 
ETETT 3Tft ft EETElfEEfET 7.11.91 Eft ft ftt TTM EEft^EE ft 
Eft t sftr ETT TFETE ft R-4 ft ETTEE ft ^ ft tER fftET EET 
i ftfET fft Aw-10 ft ■ftl T3E’ ft ETlfft: il IeETET 7.11.91 ft 
Ef-'ftEfEEETE'SE: ft EEEE W ft Eft Elft EE EEftn 

■f IeRT ft 3EER "qT ft ■ftft did "JE: EEft "qT Tft i sttr fEETET 
31.7.92 EET Eftft EEft fftET 11 

34. Eft EET Elft EET ft fftEH ftEfftft EIE fEgfftr Eft ftfE 
ft tttete ft Eft Eft EEE EE ■qEE t fftaft Eftfft ETET t fft ■qrft 
EftfEftEEfftftfEElET 30.08.1991 EE ftEEEE Wft EEEEEI 
ftEftfTRETEEfttEftffft ftEEEEETlEft EEEEEIETElftft 
EETE 3TEEEEI 3TEfE ft %E ■qift Eft eIe fftftEE ftft ft EE 
fEETET 01.08.1991 Eft fftgEE ftET Eftffft 3TEEEEI sriftEE ft TTE^ 
3TETEft 3TEEEETElfEEtEIEfftfE^fEE 30 3TETEEftEftEft 
tl^ETRETEftEEftriftEtfft ftEftn Aw-lOft 3TEEEE 
■qRT-E ftft Eft 3ffftE fftfE EE EEftri 3T1EEEET f fEEft 
EE^ ET 3ffftE t fft ft EEEE W ft fEETET 30.08.1991 ft 


fEETET 30.09.1991 EET3TEEEEIETEttEfftl 3TETEftRTEtf 1 
Ex-M-1 ft fEETET 30.08.1991 Eft EEEER ttet 3TETE EElfft EE 
■qERT fftET EET t ft fEEEftftE EEft ft fftR fftrlt ft fftET t ftr 
ETTETfEETEE 01.8.91 ft sffftEfftETEET fft STEFlft sffftE 11 

35. Aw-10 ft 3T3TTR IeETEE 30.08.1991 ft fEEfEE 
30.09.1991 EEE^^ftfdE ftEETIE Wft eftftidldftft 
Eft TiEft ft EE ft fftET I fEETEE 30.08.1991 ft ElE 3TftE 
fEETEE 1.10.1991 Eft eft EETIE W l^ft ft ETETT E 3T1EET 
fEETEE 7.11.91 Eft 3Tft 3ffT eft EETIE W ft Elft ftftft clER Eft 
ft Aw-10 ft TTTE ftdHEi R-4 ft I ETlft ElE ft fti did ftft 
EEPfgEE EET fftft Eft ftfftE 2-3 IeE ft ElE ft eft EETIE Wft 
■JE: eft ftidldftqtEft3TqEtErqE31.7.92EEEft%E3TqEt 
ETTE EEIE ET TTEIET fftlft TEETE ft fEETft EfftE 3TfftEETTt Eft 
srgEfft Eft ft I EEE E«E ift EftftftE ft ft EEPEE ftft ^ 
TTTEEft EEEEEEE tfft ft EETIE W fEETEE 30.08.1991 ft 
fEETEE 6.11.1991 EEE 3TEEE1EI ET Eft ft ft fEETEE 31.07.1992 
EEEfftTElftET^ I fEETEE 07.11.1991 EEl ft ftft TTITT ftft ft 
Elft ftft ftftr Eft EElft^EE ftft ft E«E EE TTEftE ft EETEE 
ftftft ftfftETtlEfttEElft STEfEEEtfftqErETETftEERfftET 
EET t fft ft ftft TEE ftqf ft fEETEE 30.08.1991 ft fEETEE 
31.07.1992 EEE EEft fftET 11ETTEE ft EE fftqft EEt TftE^ t 
fftTft 3EER "qr ITT E^E Eft "gfe ■ftft i fft ft ■ftft TETT 'ftEt ft 
ft EETIEWEft EFTEfEETEE 30.08.1991 ft fEETEE 31.07.1992 
EEE EElft fEEET t 3TTEET EREE ft ElEt EET EITI ftETT EEEE TTft 
EIEE-EE -qr^E t ftr ETT TEETE ft EREE ft EElt tjtrhe ET 
ElfETt EE fEETE ftTE -jlfeSEETTEE TEEE E# -qT^ 11 3TE: Elft 
EET ft EE EETT ft EElt ETT E# t fft ■qrft Eft fftqft IeEFT ft 
TETFEfft^fftr ftfETTEE ft EETIE W ft EElt TEETE E# t 
EfftET?TTftfEET§:E^E«ETTlfEEtfft ft EETIE W Eft EE^ 
3TEEEEI Eft 3TEfE tg it ■qrft TTElft Eft ft 3TtT ^ EE ft fftrft 
fEETE ft fftlfET 30.08.1991 Eft TTft ft I 

3 6. EEE fftrfft ft E^ E8E ft TTlfEE ilET t ft ftft TTTTT #ft 
Eft fftETET 30.08.1991 ft fftETET 31.07.1992 EET Eft ftET ft 
fETERETEE ft EElEtft fftETET 7.11.91 Eft ftEETIE WEft 
EqfftrfETftEftftftftEETEfftftT^: ftEETIEWEftit 

EETTET ft ftftTTRTftft fftETET 31.07.1992 EET EEft ft TREE 
IE t ftr fftETET 31.7.92 Eft-SE: EEft Elft ft EftWT ft 
fftET 11 ftETET 31.07.1992 Eft EEft ^gfEE EE EETE fftq^ ^ 
E^ EftET EET t fft Eft fftftR EEft^EE fEETT EET Eftffft E^ 
TTETER-EE ft EET EEftTT Elft ft TTfftE EolftEodf ft TE ft ft 
TRTIEPET TE ft EEftTE ft 1E^ ft EEftofttE t fft EREE ft ■qrft 
ft ftET ft EElft Elft ft EETE EE EEftn E ft ElfEEE ft t ftr E 
ft ElftET ft t ftr E ft E^IEEft ft EEE-EE ft 11 ft EETEE ft 
ET^ ft ft ftft TTITT ftft ft ft.'Et. ft ftfftr ftft EE EEftE M-2 
srfEftri ft ET?EE ft EETET EET t fEEft TTTEtE ft ET 
■qfEETt^ ft ft EETEE -t 3TEfEEET ElftT Eft t ftr ETE t fft 
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M-2 ^ ^ 11 

7IW cfsq ^ ^ t % Tn^rf 

eft did 30.08.1991 31.07.1992 ^ 

#Ef ^ SRfy Tf ^ S[^-3MTT ft ^ t sfk ^ 
ftt 5^ ^ ^ ft ^ 11 ^’ft t 

fft WT ft ■Riftf ^ fftgfef ^ fes t ^ ft w t 

ftft ftRT 371^ TTSDft ftift ^ ^ ■gfe ftlftt t lR7Rft 

■R^STRfPftTft eft^iPM 3Rftl ctRTlfftftr 

«ft I'RTsffftfftftR 30.08.1991 ft 31.07.1992 d<lo dOldK 

Rlft^fftRltl 

37. ^ T1 cfsq RT dcrcrllsl fftRT RHT t % 

?iTr didldi ft eft Tift^fft^■qrr.iiTT.'ft.sft., srri: 
craT^fftr^^TRtfe^^TREftft d<+KkH<+ 
T:Rft Rfftr RTft fft RTRftiRTH ?EI ^ 31^«ITfftr RTT t 

% fftftftn Rft^ ^ r; Rift Tl Til Tft Rft^ 

RT ETW sftftftftR sftftfWT ^ SRlftcl ^ STM t aftr 

ftR-q;^ RTftEfift %ftt srgftm RT ^ 11 ^ ftt W 

Rntfe^TT®!! 10/96^fftftT^'9%R-3^'^ftftRR 
t Tl^ t % ^iftRT ^ TTT«I ftrft ^ TffI ftoIR ^ 

11^ftfTH^WRIT 8ITfeiftr^ftinf^ftr^Tiftr 
RT ^ RTftftt Rig ^ ^ feft RTI W TlflMI 

TTTgd ^ ^ Rft 11 RTRfWTW ftITI TIRWI feft RTI R fftflR 
^ Wdlj,lHK ftni ^ fftoftf ^ ^ Rfftr fWT 

^Idl dql Midi RTTI 

3 8. W WRsft ^ ftRgfRT ft RTI 2 5-ftR ^ R^iRT RT 
W t flT^ ^ fIftH 3fti[WT ^ RR ft ^ WT ^ Rft t % 
■Rlftf ^ RTF 25-ftR^'g7^RRW^tTr«IT RTI 25-ftR^ 
RfftW Rftf ^ REft ft Rlft^^ ftl t Tft Rsff ^ REft ft RTI 

2(oo) (bb) ^ TTlfftiin Rlft^ftl t, RT^ fwg: Rsfi ^ f%H 
Sftftwn ^ RR ft ^ WT ^ Rft t fR RTI 25-ftR ^ 
RfftW Rftf ^ RTEft ft SURpId ftl 11 Raff RTI 3Rft ^gR 
^ TRsftl ft r| ^ Rgd fWT RTT t Rftt-q^ RTI Rgd 

'^qil'dlRTftftTTRRftlTJ^^SlcidlRdfRRt I RTI 25-ftR 
^ TTfRRT ft RPRTT ^ ftft Rsff ftITI Rgd ft RTT Tfsq t 
T1«IT RTT 3RRTRT RRT qft Rlt t RTRT dcr<ftlsl W R WTT 
31|c|!^i|R ftl MlftPlR TIH^dl ^ftr PdHcld t:- 

1. ftRT RRT fRRH RTT ft TTRsff ^ffts 

ftftqR^RRftT^fRTRTfftftR 10.4.62 ^ 3ITRTR 3ITftRT«ft 
^Wfl^RTR I tlRR 14.9.67 TIRTIRrftf STftRTsft^ftRft 
TR I fftftR 14.9.67 ^ SlftRlftt ft ^ ftTfRI ftt fR Rftt ^ 
RITR RTRft ^ RtI ft Rfft ^ R3R ft RU|d1 ^ TTRftf ^ 
ftR3ft ^ 3ITWTRR TIRR ft Rlt 11 14.10.67 ^ WSRsfl 
Rt ftR Rt RRft RT 3ITWRR ^ft Tftft ftft TTRlft fft W 
W Rt ftR TRTfft RT ftTfel TR|T I TTRTftf RT 3RftT ft ftT 
3RRTR RT Rlftr ft RT TTRR t ft ftffftT ftt 3Tftft ft Tn«T 


TTRRR Rftft 1 TTRft ft 3nftRT R fftR fftbftTI RTftftftRT 
tgftfftrfSTT:— 

"Whether the retrenchment of Shri Niranjan Dass is 
unjustified or illegal and if so, what directions are 
necessary in this respect." 

RWTRftTn^ftRcidlRdftTI'd ftlftPlR RldlftTRTWft 
^ 3T^Rfftr fftR fft TTRTft ftt ftft Slftftr R srfttftftR ft 
TTR TTRTft ft! ftR ft TTIrT 'gR: TSTlfftr RTft RT fft% fftlT 1 
STTftnft ft RTRftTRTR ft fftftl ft fWS RfftRT Rgd ftt 
fftft RRftr RR RTRTTT qft TW ftte ft TftRK ftt TTR ROft 
ftr'Sq: fftTTTTTR RTRfRRTR ft! ftfft fftR I RTRftr ttrTT 
ftteftR^STRRftdfftRfftRRftftfftR^gfftTRTRRTT RTT 
25 ifRifRifR ft TTRfftcT t Rlffft RRft RT fftftf Rdfdd 
RR ft RTT R 3R: -qRTft RT TTRTR RTT 25 ifRifRifR ft 

fftftftr ftRi Tw ftte ft fftftr ft fwg; ftrft 3 ttr ftfts 
3TftR ft RRlft R5ET RTRRT ftf Tiwte ft TW ftte ft 

ft! fftTTTT fftR TTR RTRftTRTR ft fftftr ftf ■gfe ftf fftrrft ^ 

ftRT 3TftRTft/RPTftf ft 3TftR R^ ftf fftft RRlftl TT#5ET 
RTRRT ft 3TTftRR ftf 1 RRlftr TRRftte ft ^ 3T^Rfftr fftR 
fft TRR ftf3 ft! Rf fftfftR RT ft 3TgRR Rff R f^ 
3TRRfft rI fft RRft RT RW RTT 25 RFTRftb ft 3TRftd 
Rft RR RRR R Rftfft fftbftTT ft R^ RTflr R fft RRTT ftsft 
RR R ftfr RTRfRRRR ^ 7 ^ ftftbftf gfT % 

3TgfftlR R fftR-flRTg: ft I RRftfR TTRftR RTRTRR ft TTR^ R^ 
RRT fftRTftR R fft RTRfRRRRT RR fftftR Tift t R RRftfR 
RRRRte RR fftftr Tift 11 RRftfR TIrNr RTRTRR ft R^ 
RTRRfftr fftR fft ftTfer ft 3TRRTRRR RR ft R^ RTfiT t fft 
RRft RR RRR Wftf RR R I R^griR RTRTfRRTR Rft TRRftte 
ft fftftr Rft RRftfR TIrNet RTRTRR ft ■gfe Rft 1 

2. 3tlfftTWftR3TTRRRftftR3TRRRTRf|RftftT3TTfftTTT, 
Tffft3TT^-RRT-ftRT Rftft, RR^ TTR 3TR ft RRft (2) 
ft ftTRRRTRRRf RTft ftRft 3TftR 23.5.85 ft 20.8.85 RR 
RRRT 79fRRRRftRft IRftRfffftlfRRftRTT3TRRRR3TRfR 
ft fftr; ft ftfr TTRT Rff TTRfft ft RR TRR: TTRR ft Rft I ft 
TTTRT RR RRft ft RTT 25-ft ift 25-TTR RR fRRR R3TR ft 
RTRfftftRR tg RTRTfRRRTRT Rft ^ f3R IRWT^ ft RftTRTIR 
RTRTTrRRRT ft RTT 2 5-ft Tft RTT 2 5-TTR RR RRRRR RT RRft 
Rft ftR ft fftR ftRR ftftr'SRTftRR RR 3TTftRT fftTT I RRft Rift 
3TRR RRftR R 3R: R^ ft fftftRT fftlT fft fftr fftl ft ftft Rff 
ftR ft RRft ■gR: TTfftfftr ftR RTT fftl ft IrR RR ^RRR tIr I 
RTRTfRRRRT ft R^ ft 3TTRT RT R^ RTR fft RRRR R^ R# 
Rft TTRR fft fftTTRff RR^ 3TRRRRT RTrTr ft RTRft fft^ RT 
fftTTRff RTRTTf RT ftR TTRR Rif RRf I 3R: ^sngftq^rTRT ft R^ 
R«R RTTftRRT fftR fft RTRft 3TRRRRT RTRTr ft %R; fft^ RT I 
RRRR ft TTTf^ ft ft TftRRT fftR RT fft RTR RTRft ^RTR RR 
TTT RftftRT RftRff ft fftR ffft RRftrr ft IR^ ft TftRRT fftR 
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«TT % ^ ^ ^ ^ "ETwt ^ ■q^ ■qr eft -q;^ 

eft w wqrft ^ ■qq^ 31^21? ^ sram f# w 

Practice^q# «ft ifftFft^^^ qoWfdq 
ftf F# W 8TTI ^^^TFTTftq^F^ ft «qRI 25-^ 13:^ 

25-13^1 ^ dcrdHH Fm 31^81? ^ STlft^ w1ct>K ^ I ft 

"Fq^’qqgd^ndft nmlii tdu^qldftffti^^sftq^sOTfjq^FW 
^ fftiftq ^ ■gfe ^ ^iift fq; fe qft ft ^ st^tqifer 

fftl^TT ?IT % tqro 2 5T3:ft 2 5-q;^ ^ ft 31^81? ^ 

qrqraqftqfttsfti 

3 . RsqcO 1w '^dH ^jpq, qftft, 3F?T ft 

dlPddilchdf fftt ^ qi8HTgFR ^IdPldl ftft ft 

6.1.78 qft 13,<+ doftdiK^^ftfft^fqidddft ftc|l 
2.4.79 qftw^qFfttqftt i^^ftraiqiPifft^lft^ sftfttfftqr 

PddK ddldl ftt -^lAirdufAH ^%T3; ePT -^lAlldq, ^SFT^qft 13ft 

fftFH w I ^TTfftqq ft w fftq ft^ qrqrfft qft ftrfft ^ 
ftfei^ii^^ft 240 fftqft^qr^qqftfeqi t^qqft 
ft^ tqro 25-T37P ^ dcrdHd ft WFl qft qftt 11 ^ fttfel 
srsM ftlfer ^ qft^ ftqq 3 i?m ^rftrjfft qftf 

wqqftqfttmPddiichdlqqq^ fttwn 8n%T3;q7^FMqft 

ft^ ^ ^ ^ 3iqft XF qgllftt fttft qq 3ftftq3R 87T-q^g-q^FR 

ftqqRftftqi yqikl dil-ft sgfftq m '^d^K PftqiTiqTsftftq^f 
#ftf ^qrqqq ftt d^rftisi fftFn Fft ^qrft ^ ^ ftqi ft 

qpTFn tfh I ^1^ ft’ q^KR ft % qT8ff qft 

siichPwch/sFSTFftcftqxFfftqftF 9.10.78 qftwqqi sftq^qqft 
PiypKi Rfpft xR XF gft 11R7 fftsftfftf 3Tqfft fftrq 
fft^ 8n fftFRR IftRF Rftt fftRT TPR gfl qftftftl qqft q# ^XRRR 

8111 qqRR ft ^ Rgq ftf ^RRqfftFTT % qisft ft 12 w ftqi qft 
ftk Fqft 240 fftq ft ^qRi qqft fftFTT I ftt wqqi fftq ^ 
25-q?F ^ 31^qFR qft STRRRRT R# 8rt 1-918^ qft fftqp: ^ 
ft 3F«nftt qqft ^ fftq; 3TRTiftt ftk XR RRTR RRT zn I ^ 

qT8RTgRq Rft TRR ^ XF 3F8nftt qqj^ qft qftsR 

qnftt 11 ^ ftftftq ^ qrq ft ^iHT ^qrai 11 fftq ^ftftdftf qft qiftt 

ft 3TX[Rt fft^fftq ^ RiR RFiift ^ qq wftn %qT t ft ■qT8ff qft 

qrq^ q# xTqift qft 11 qft iqqi^ qsn RR^ ^ 

^ 3Rftlqqftx[RR ew XRRFFT ft RjfftRRRRf Rft snftqq 
TiiftR qft 3fft 3R?4Tfftr fftRT fe qrftt qiiftq srgftq qq ^qiqR 
q# 11 ePT xRFnoFT ft q^ sRqifftr fftRi fe qrftt ft 240 fftq 
qqftqftffftFnqn 

■qT8rfft ew -qiqidd ^fftftq^fftRs: omlq q^ -qwidd 

^ qRqftr ftfftqiq ^ 226 q 227 ^ qfttq fe 

qrfftqq ■qqjq qq qq qrqq-RT^q fftqq % ■qT8ff ft 240 fftq qqft 

fqqq t ftft ew xqFTTRq Rq fftiftq ^ fftqftR f I RRqf qft 

cRxq ft qq- qrqq 3Fgq fftiqi qqi fqi Rlftf ft Wl 9.10.78 qft 

fq^fftq t5 3qftqq q^ qft qt fftq XF SFqiftt fq^fqq RTsfl qft 


^qqift^qiqftt q|qftqqqftftqTftfftqTqtf^3TqqTqtfeq^ 
qqft ^qqiq ^ qrqpq qft qq qqqft ti q^ ftt q^ qqi fe 
3F8fTqt qqfqift qft ftqi ft qft qq sftftqqt; q# f I HUdld 
4^ -qiqidqftqRI25-T33q(a) SpftCb), 2 (sftsft) 25B (1) 
ftk (2 ) qft IftT^q cqiteLii qq IqfqR ^RRff ^ 3qqF RT m 
RiqiRq ^ fqftq qft SfRlR %qT ftft q^ STqqifftl fqtqT qft 
RT8ff qft ftqi qro 25-T37F ^ RlfqqR ^ qqftqq ft qqixq qft 
qqt qft fe qftqqq ^fqtqqr qft I 

4. ^^qqq Tftq q#q ^ qqrqftqH fft° qqiq ftftqr ft° 
ftqif ft RqrT8ft ft q^ Splftlfqqr Iqqiq qsiqi % qqqft ftqift Iqfqqr 
Rfftqq qq si^qrq fq^ft fqRT qFTTxq qq qt qqt 13iq: xjft fqqq 

ftqq ^ qiq qft ftqi ft ■gqiqfxRT qq fq% fqqi qqft I Rcq8ft ^ 
qrsRT^RRqqft 12 . 10.82 ft 11.4.83 qqiqqqftt qft ftqi qft qsR 
qft Tqiqt qqpRift qiqi qiqi 8n 1 3iRftqqt ft qrftqr ft xqiqftqqFDi 
^ qqqr qq q38iq fqFTT % Rcqqf fq^ qq ft SFqpft 
fftgfqq rt 8n, qqqft ftqr q# qqpq qft qqt qsR q^ ftqj ft 
■gqqftxRT qi fqqq ftqq ^ qjq -gqTqfxRT qq ^qiqq q# 1 1 
f%H ePT -dididq ft qiqq Tftftsq 3pk qFi 25 qq ^ 
Rifqqn qft qfeqq qi snftqqqf qft sqftqq qft q8rT 
3qii^ ftqr xF^ 1qqq ftqq 1qR qqqrfxRT qq snftqrfftqTl 
m -qiRidd ^ fftftq ^ fqq^g; snftqnsff qft qifqqq ft omlq 
q^ -dididq qft isiu^ilcift ew -diqidq ^fftftqqftqfeqft 
q8rT snftqr Tuftq qft 1 qiqfttq yu^ild ft q^ siqqrfftr fftRi 
eiq xqiqiRq qft SiqqFqi q# 8ft % RqFR qFI qRI 25-T3:q 

qqqqftqqfftqqqqiti 

5 Tftq sftxR RRFsqq qq 3qq qqiq eft qt^ qflqft qq 3qq ft 
RFTKft ^ qrsqqqqF Rqft qqr qft ft qiftqfftqT qq 

ftqqiftq srqqqftf qft ^sfqqq ^ 229 fftq qqft fqqq 8n ftfqR 

qqqftftqiq qiq 25-qR7 ^ dcrd’qd ft qqpq qq qf qqf i qqft 
240 fftqq qqft qft %ft i qft qqr qi^ qft ftftftq qsRi qq^ 
qqft ftqqqqqqqiqq# fqqq qqrqqr^ifqqftfftfqftfRqH qft 
qftf qq qqft qftftxR qft ftqj ft qqj qqi i qqftf ftfqi fqqft 

16.10.85 qft qqixq qft qftf 13Txfftn8ff qft qqq ft sqqfq ff R^ 

qrqr qqi fft Rcq8ff ft irt q^ftiRi: qft qqft qftf fftiqi 1229 fftq 
3 iqqqq ^ fqqf ^ sftftftqq qqft qqjRT Fftfqqi: fqqq qqi I qftro 
qqftf qft ftqr ft qiqi Tqfqqr fftqq qqi qq^ ftqr ^qpqqiq ^ 

3qftq ^ SI^RTRr ft fttRT qRiqi RRT fqq^ 3qqF XF q^ q^IT 

qqi fqq ^qiqiqiq ^ 3qftq ^ st^xfiRR ft ftqr fttft ft RFi 2 5-T37P 
qq dcrdHd qftf f3q 1 

qr^ ^ 3qqF XF ^qiqipqqqqq ft q^ xnqr % Rcqftf ft T3;qq 
qft qqft fqqq q8rT 240 fftq qqft fftqq Pqy fti aqqq rt 
ftqrgfftqqRi25-T33q^qqftqq ftxnftfqftf iRqxqq^R^ 
Rqfxqqi^^ qqTqftxqpqfqqqRrft qFI-25 qfqq ftfqqftqq 
Riqi I Rq^ qiq 25-T3:q qq qqftqq qftf Riqi 1 xqrqrPqqqtRi ft 50 
Rfftw fqqq ftqq ^ qiq ftqr ft -gqqifxRT ftg sqftq fqqr 1 
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9ir^<+l 9HH19 lJ.<Iod4lclgKI7ITfer^Tp|txnTg 

%R 40 yPd^ld ct^ W1<+K ^ Tpit I SRkUSTf ^ 
^<+d41cl^fT3f^^f^T;g¥?g^ SRt^ 9HH19 yu^lldgRT 
^ Tp^t 3ftT ^ T]^ % %# 

TT^ ^ ^ ^ ^ # t TI ^ g#TT 

3I|oH;A|c*,f 12 c|o(^u4<W^^3T^?qt3<ld9K^ 

^ 1 ^ ^ ^ Wit ^ ^ ^ "Enf^T 1 

6 7fe31T^TPpsTn-Q;^spl.3T%n«ffTFIWT 

TT^ <^HK #n 3P?1. ^[PTSTfTFI ^f SRklT«fl 

%R ^ ^ ^ 23.1.92 ^ frg^ «IT FdUchl Tl^ 

16.2.93 ^ «IRI 25-TTT ^ <itrdHH TRPcf ^ 3ik 
y9irk1^31T]^#f^?lRI25-TTEf^<l(rdNH^^^lfer^ 
frgfer^^Tpfti 

^ yHlPkl ^ fsTT^g 9irdcl)l Tf 9 Hh1a| -419^9 ^ 
3ErtftE 3n^ ^ c1>4x(k 1 ^ -gpigff ^ pH^Pw 

STFlFit 311^ cT^ ^ %T3; ^ Tpit 1 ^ 18.2.96 ct^ 

<+l4<d TfT I fe i||Pd<+l 8.1.96 31T?1R-cn; 

^ Tpft ■RPfKff aw WFTWPT ^ 31^cflT W ^ 
4P<u|WWl?'4 P<Hi<+ 18.2.96^Pl'II HHIkl^Wlt 1 aWWFITQTT 
^ w: ^ SIT % mn 25 -ttt ttstt stto 

25-TTET ^ dcrdHH WIT SIT SW: WTWpST^PTI ■RPTsff ^ 
^ frofsT 25 yPdi^id %r ^ wsr wfer f^r?T^ 
fsTWg^fM 9Hd1d iJ.<+dy1clgRrfTIW^WTtl Ij.<+dy1cl^ 
fEpfsT^f5[Wg3Wtpi;iHH[i) yu^ifldgKlfwW^Wltl 

7 -^-Wi^fd cfi-g -ddlH g dd ^-^d ^-■^I^lAld Pd^^dd 

■Q;^ 3WI ^ ■RPTsff di4diK^ PdyPtd 3.1.87 ^ f| sft I 

^31.10.87 d<+ i[c|l^3ik'f^^^TWI'dd|A| dUdil i[c|l 

1.11.87 ^ WW^ ^ Wit I WTWP«WPn ^ ^ W1% 
■ypTsfl ^ TlWgfeT Tf mn 25 -tTT ^ dtrdHH ^ SIT wfffe 
^ 96 ^ ^ sft Tpp^ yRl 25-# 3ik 25-'Q:^ ^ 

dtrdHd siTWlf#^?# diPdkl^o|#TII#T ^ d<d dH# #n 
WWlf cTSITd41 PdyPddfe^^TI#T31c|IH<i[o|#3#^ 

#t f#TT TW 3W: ^ TTETI# ^ 3IT^ fWW ^ WTsiTp«WITnT 

^ ^T ■jwsifrdT 1# 3WI tg 3n^ -qrftd few f#T^ 

#W ETTdk WTW^ gTTT Iirf# # T# I 

8 wifdndyd #t, qeM, ^ aftwft #t# 

■Q^ 3WI Mcpfy# ■# water server # 'WI Pi^dd sfl pJi-Hdil 
#Trif 3#pnsif ^ ?ITTT 25-TTT ^ 31^yidd f#T f## 
12.12.95 #T 7WTW ^ ^ T# 1 aW WTW^ # TTE^ PTPddol 
gRT ^ 3IT?1R f#IT WTT % ##3T ^ ^ 240 f# ^ 

^WgT ^ few SIT feR # RR# few WT| WRR RcTT^T 
RRTRT WR # R# I aiR WTWRTR RT^ # awfewfelRRT 
3IRRlP<d PdidlfeilPo|<+fe240fel'^'^RR#STt3RT: RRT 


25-TRFT WT 31^y|dd fefe few RRTRT fef felt Wffe; sft 1 
aiR WTRTRTR'^RTpsfetwtRTfeTWT^^fewfeRcrfeTR^RRr 
■g^RSlfew fe fetWR Wt 1 RPfefe W5ET WTRTRTR # RRW aiR 
Wldldd # ffefe # feWIg wfeWT ^f ferW WT WSIR sp % 
fefeR fe fefefe ffefeW RfeRTT 3IRWRR fet Wt R# sit 3Rr: 
feRW WR RRTfer WT 3ITfeT WTRRRR sp i illPddolWdf 
ifedPRyd fe^gRTR^fewWRRTfeRTR PlPddol #Rfe Wt 
3ITRWIWRT feot RT RcRpsfet WT 'JR: wfe xp; ^ pfj^iTp [ 
RTRfel WTRTRTR ^ffefeRRRT fei Wt RTferWT Iirffer Wt ife 
aw WTRTRTR # ffefe Wt few RRT 2 5-RRT ^ RR^feR # 3RRR 
RTWt 1 

9 RRTWR WfeTR RRR Rfefet RRW R^WI ^ Rszn^^ 
RRTsfl Wt Pd^Pkl felfe 7.6.80 Wt WPdW dddt # RgRT 300 
WTT HiPRWfeTRRTff stt I^RRftRTRfe 4.4.81 WTRRTRTRR 
fe RRt I sMfew WTRlPRWRR fedfe 24.9.83 # ffefe # 
RRfer^^RRTfer RRferfRTRTfeRITTfe 24.9.83 ^ 50 RtfelR 
feRRfelR#RTSI^RRlfqRTWT3ITfeT^felTI RRTSlt^ 25.09.83 
fet # ^ ^ RfwffeT fe RWfenstf ^ ife 3RtRR Wt 
fefelRRR^^RfefelRTRRTIRRT^WTRWlRR 17.4.84# 

# Wg RcRsfl-JR: ^ ^ RfelfeTR fe 3R#R RTfeiR, 

rrtrsth R#w RRR Rwrfet # RRgR-few fefeiR fer ^ ^T 

RfefeTRTRRTI 

RlfeRsftx?ipiifq^PTJl ^ ^ 

ffefe dPHd Tfe # feRR Hlddfe W5R WTRTRTR ^ 50 Rfew 
feRR feTR’fTRTR RR #5 RRTT# RRg ■gRRSifRRT RR #1 Tfe R# 
RTRt 1 RcRsfl RRR fRSlfe 'ff # feW 'ff Rfe IddI RRT 1 3IRTR: 
RWfeTsffRttfeRTfeTRRWTffeT^ RPwPdd RfefeWT^ 

^ WRsfl RTR 29 sfetTfeW fewg RipRfRRR # SRwfR 
3IT#RWgRRtt lWRstt^'gR:^^RTfe#TRfe%fe 17.11.84 
RITR^: 3R#RRR5RRftfefeW RWfeTSlf^RRfRRfefe sfe 
ffefe 31.1.85 WTWRsflRtt^ ■gRrRTRTWRR# I 

■WRstt#31.1.85Rtt^RTRTfeT#feRIgawWTRTRTR ^T 
felfeR WTRTPRRRR fe feftRpT f3R I WRsrt ^ RTg RRT 33 
Rlt (2) # RRWfe 24.9.93 17.11.84 Rlt RIRpR^fegfelR 

Rlt RRRT ife ■gRRTR fe RR^R ffelT, # fertRpT f3R | 

WTRTPRRRR # RWW RWtpnsit RR Rispi SR % -gcRstf ^ 
ffefeT fertt 3fefeR # RR ^ fel RTR Rlt 3IRpR fe sft 
ffefe RRR: RWt feRT RSIT fe RTfeTRR ^ feofe # RTR ^ 

■gR: RTfe#TR fW I Rf ^ RWT RRT fe WR# Rlt ^ Rlt 3ITRWTRTRT 
R Rfe # RRRR RRRlt ^ RTR 25-RRT RR Wgyidd R# fR 
RTRTRT RR fe RRt 3#: Ro 1800/ P^HP^ RTRR # RT^RR ^ feT 
3IgT fWRT RRT I WRsff ^ P^RP^ ^IRR ^ RT?WR ’JRRTR 
gWTR feRTT I feRlt RRW Rlt feffeT R fe RR feffer # Rg^ R# 
g3ITRRTRfegSTTi[c|| RHlPkt RRRRWTRRRT^RR # 3lpRRTSlR 
feRTT I WTRTPRRRR RTR 25-RRI # Wgyidd RR RTgR Rfe 
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HNI ■% §14^ 1800 <>4^ MrMKff Tfqj gfj 

26.4.87^311^^ 31.1.85 ^ i^'liy.Rkl 
^311^25 yPd^ld RlOd ^dH^71T813R?Tsff^^^^p7#T5T 
tg ■qiftcl I'a^Klf 4.9.83 17.11.84 

’ft'^FTT W I 

■g7TC«lfw^f5R^'qife311^^ 3iqt^«Tf 

'41|i||di| ^ iUPdchl 31^ ^ ^ I 3Tqk5Tsff ^ 

i)ird<4)l 9HHli)^^'4||i||di|^TTS[i^ 4lcl SKI TUft^^Tpit 

rdiH<+1 ■gfe ohhIa) HTJ^qte ?itt ^ ^Fit ^ ^1^ 

SRklTsff'^ '4||A||dA|^^^3TTTkT3r?3^^ I 

omhIa) '4i|i|id'4^TiiTi^^cr8^rT3:^'qftft8if^^3i^^ 

P)qi Tf ■JT^sif’T^ 3 di<a 64^ SiRi'^Rf m^m I 

snte dcyiHK PHWlRd ^ Tpit I 

10. plri^ <4419 0.441-l^Pclol ^-d1PH'4l, ^ 

11 - 6 - 8 8 ^ ^Pl^ %FT’M ^ ^ ^IFT'97 ^ 3fk f^TTf^ 

93 ct^ ^ I93 ^1 ^71^71^ ^TTflTO 

I qra 25-T33P^3nf^^^ 3<rdMH 4I<4)< eW-4|A|Hi| 
P 50 ■aPlW 1W %B Ti:^ 3T!§fb^ 71^ ^ 7TT«T ^ 71^ 

9HH1a) 3^ '4i|A||dA|Pm^7if^?lR^31^^c; 22613:^227 
^ 3T7Fpr ¥73^ •4lPd4il P 9R -^Hiidil ^ pTOpT ^ PkTcT ^ 
3tP^«P ^ Pi^ P ■577#T5T ^ WT^ 50,000/- ^ ^iPnjfS 
31^ ^ITP ^ 311^ i^ I HHhIaI '4||i||dA| ^fTJpi^ 

1%lg:3l%TpHHHli| '4i|A||dA|^7m^y'^H Pi^ki#t 
«TT fe^3ig^226'Q:4227^31d4d HHh 1'4 3^ -^nindil 
?Rr m -^iiiiidii ^PM^^ Ph7w <+<hi ti# «tt i omlii ^41^ 
'41ldlddp319pMP^PM^^o4|l34l^31^?lTfPr%^fe 
OHdld -diiiidil 31^^ 226 Ti:^ 227 ^ 3pijcb|p<dl ^ 
3T7Fpr 9rfT '4i|i||dA| ^ Pl^ P ^PtP 1 9HdlA| 

ycfl^ '4i|i||di|^dcy,41KSRpT wldiK^I 

11. 31^ ^TrI ^RFT 3lPl?IT7p 3#1^T^ p 3TRp5Tsff SFJR 

Wlf 11.10.95 ^ TTT#-:n^-dloh1dK ^ RT pTJRd 
fSTlPdRch! pcilij 25.4.98 RpTTRMRlT^RRf I aw'Rlddd^ 
71R^ 31RplT«fl RR R72R SIT % ^TIRp PlRT^f, Rtfel ^ 

%R RR gsilRW TTR RRl 25-'Q7T ^ STT^lRl Rlf^RR 

RR 31 jMIdd TTRIRT RlT^R^IR^RtWRRT% 

dPlkldl 7J^ cPlRR#'RpRRt 3ik371Rp^dRTp WP diPdkl 

3lpRRn7t PiRT P Rp Tt 1 1 rR^ RR RTRItR R7ZR RT fe snpsfe 

RlHRlf Pf TTsq ^ PlP^n^RR SRpRRf 3ik 71^ 37R 
RlPPP Rp PlRlP TTRM Rp RRt 1R^ Pt R52R RT fe 3TRp5T8p Rp 
PlRTTlRlpR 3Rp^ ^ 7TTR ^iPPjfP Rp RR7I% Pt Pt RRt «P pRpf 
3RpRnsp P 7 r1rK R#' rP RR tP^H ^3lRR17 RRH RRT 
PRTI^ RIR 4591/ TRp RR RIRRR7 ^ Rp R7 pRT RRT I PlPldR 
711^ P RcRRf RI7I RR Rl^ RRT fPl PdRH7 95 P 25.4.98 RRT 
TRpJRR PiRT STRtRRRf P pRR^ ^ RRT Rp RRT R7 R7 PiRITTRTPr 
TTRR pRR 71% ^TRR ^ RT«RR P pRp RRt Rt IRR Pt RTRT RRT 1 rt 


Rp| 3RpRTTRfpRppRTpRTpRRfPP77ITRRT IRp^pTTTTTT^ 
RpfRTgR RTRl^RTRRRp'3feRP:fpTRTRRR7pRTRRT RTI 
RR RIRIdR P PRRR pRR ^ 7TTR pRT P 'gRTRfRRT RR 3R% 
RTPr fpTRT fRTTRp 3Rp7T RTRpPl ^RIRTRTR P TRtRTR Rp 
R7^ RTRpPl 7T#5R'RTRTRIR P RTrPt P RPlPPl 'RIRTRTR 

^ PtPr Rp 3TRT7R fRTRT I RhPPt "RTRTRIR P RR RTRRtPr 
fRTRT fRT RR "RTRTRTR ^ RTR RR fpRTp ^ fPor; RTT7R RRf RT fpT 
pRpt ^ 7RTR 3RpRnRt Rp gRTTRRT Rpf RT^R fRTRT RRT RTI 
RTRpR Rldldd P RR Pt RTRRppT fRTRT IRT 3RpRnRf Rp 
fPgfpR RT^PlfpR R7 Rpf Rf 3% fPgfpR P fPgfpR fPfiR 
RpRRpP RR RTRR Rpf fpTRT RRT RT 1 RTRpfR 7T#5R "RTRTRTR P 
RR RTRRPPt fRTRT fpT RR RlRp P RTTpfR TffRRH ^ 3RRpR 
R7^ RpRRTT P RHpfR "RTRTRTR P 3TRfR7R ^RTRTRTR RTR 
RRR fpRTp ^ RTRpR P Rp ^feRpR 3RTRTRT RR RlRpfR R^ 
RRIdd Rp RlPlR RR P TRlfpR RfpRTpl R:R’3pRR>ir<dl Rp 
tPrT P RTR7 RT I RR Pf 3TRRppT fpTRT fpT 3TpfRnRf ^ 71^ 
rPPt RTRRP P RR RRIdd ^ fPpR Rp 'gfe RlRpfR R^ 
'RTRTTRT RR RHpfR 7T#5R trTRTRTR ?TR Rp Rp Rf fpR RTRpf 
^ RT^ p ^inp RR RT^ ^giRT RRT RlRT P RTRpfR R^ "RTRRIR 
?TR R^RRR 3TT% rPPt P RRf f3TT RlRT I RPlPfR 7T#5R'RTRTRIR 
P RR P RTRT fpT RTR 25-R7R p RRpRR P TTR^l P RHpfR 
R^ RIRdR P Rpp fpRTp RRf fpRT fpT RR RRIdd RTT RR 
fP^ R7 fpRTp fpR fRRTg; RT 1 RTTcpR PfRRPT P 31^^ 14 Rp 
16 Rp rtrIrtrt 3RffRnP Rp fPgfPr P trrrtt P RHpfR r^ 
HTRTHR ^ RTP RTTP P 7RRR4 P RHpfR TTrNr HTRTHR P RR 
RTRRPPt fpRT t fPT RRRR Rp| RRpn RHTP P R1PtT7 P RRf 
RT 3ff7RRf RRRIRHT RR RHIdd RT R^ RHIdd P TTR^ 
R3IRT RRT RT fRT 3RffHTp Rp fPfRR RlfRRH RTT RT^TRRT fpTp 
fpRT 31^;^ 14 RR 16 P RRHRR P fP^ fpRT RRT RT RTPPtR 
Rp RRIRT RRT 1 RR ^HIRT P RtP P RTRp P Rp| RRR RRf Pf RT 
RRTpti 

12. tPr ^RR RRTR RfTRTRT THR P RTRpnP RTpf P RR P 
^ PPf P 3TTRTR R7 fp7RR7 91 P RTlP ^ fpRT 3% 
31 RHRp 93 P fpRT PlfpR Rp RTT7R RRTP RTTRp PRT 7RTTRT RT7 
pRp I RRHTRTHRPtRT^ RTpPnPP RTR 25-RppRRpRR 
p R7RR p rTR pRigfRR 3R% fpTTR RTTP Rp RTPtT Rp 1 fRR^ 
RR RTRR RT fpT Rp 1992 P 3pPffRR RtP P 240 fpT rP PrT 
fpTpf Rp P RRfRp I RR HTRHR P RWT^ Rp ^gRRlI P RTR 
RR 3TRRTfpT fRTRT fP Rp RTpJR7 Rp P RTP P pRTTRTTfPr Rp 
fPfR P PRT 240 fpR P ^RTRT 3R§f6RR RTlP fpRT 1 1 RR 
"HTRTRTR P RTR 25-Rp p 3<rdPd P RfpTTRTRRR 3RffHTp 
Rp pRTTRTlfpT Rp fPfR P 50 RfPw fP^ pRR P 7RR 3RlfbRR 
PrTTPrR‘SRTR fw RR fP% fpRT I RR fPpR P fRRTg: THR Rp 
RpRRR RHPIR 'HTRTHR ?TR TRfRTR Rp Rp fpRp fRHg: 

RTP P RlRpfR 7T#5R "RTRTRTR P RtPh R7^ Rp p tPrtR Rp 
Rpl 
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H9<9ird9ol, 

^ ew^widil, SRkiTsff ?IRr 25 -tTT 

^ WT ^ STl^ -q^ ff 

I 15,000/- ^Pdi^ra y<H ^ I aW -4191^9 

^ frofq ^ f5R^ SRt^?fl/ct>4cl)K ^ SRtFT 4 9HHli| 

^ ^ 3Gld w1chK 

1,16,666/-TT451^^ I^EFT^ 
4 <^4<^K'FFT^'S:Tnd"^^4^'^'^ 25 
3IFFT ^ W «IT 1 ^ ^lf^Fjf4 ^ EM Tl 11 

eft tJlidIdl fe4t ^ EFI^ ^ ^szf F:4 EftftstfFEf 4 
yi4Pici)E#'ti 

14. STTEE ^Eft EETE E fEET^f^E ElfEETT 
TftEftsT^-EET--^ Eftft, EEy ft STEftuftf ftftt ElftElft 

^ EE ft 28.6.89 ft fft^ ET fftEEft ftElft 08.09.1992 Eft 
EEFE EE ftt EEt I snftETEf ^ ETE 25-FE^ ^ dcrdEH EE 
MER %ET EETI EETsft ft EEftfET ETe! ^ fttEE TE^EET fElET fEl 
EEE 31EfE ft SEftElftf 78 iftE fftEE EET ftE fftE MET fftEE 
EEft fETET I 1996 ft EEftfET ETEf ET7E ET 3TEEET ftft ET 
1998 ft ftETftE E7 MElfEEREI ft fftftElft Eft ff IEEEEET ^ 
ET^ ^ MER E7 MElfEERET ft Ift^ft fftET fft 3nftET«ft ft 
ETfth3E7 Eft ft 240 IeE ftET EEH Eft «ft I METfEEREI ft SFftETEf 
Eft3ElfbEEftETElEftf450EfEEIEfEEEftEE^ETE SFftETEf 
Eft ftET ft-gEETfEET EE 3EftEI fEET fftE^ fElEg: ETfEEE EFlftk 
EM MTETEE Eft EEMT ftfe ERI TEtEET Eft EEt ftft; EE 
sftftfftEffer fEM EET fe 3lftftEEf Eft fft^fEE IftEET^ER E#’Et 
EEfftFT ftET ft ^EMfqET EE 3Eft^ ETfer Eftf tf EEEF ETI EFFftE 
RETETftte ft EE ftt sftftfftEffcr fETET % 240 fEE EFTTER ftET 
MfEE ERft EE ER 3RftEn«ft E7 ET fftft ERft E#' fftETET 11 
FETEFftE^ fftftE ft ^ ETER SFftEFEf ft srftftr Eft fftft 

EFlfttE EM MTETETE Eft MMTte ft MtEEl Eft ftfft STEftEEf 
ERI fElft EE fEEFE Eft -jftdEd RI 50 EfftEIE fEEE ftEE Eft 
MtE^ ftET^fEE Eft fftfE ^ EETE ETfEEE ETJE ERft Eft fftfE 
ft MtEEl Eft I MTETfEERE EE fftftE EE^RR ftftlfEE fERTT 
EETI EEMEte ^ fftftE ^ TFEM ft EFlEk EM MTETETE ft EE 
STEElfftr fERF % MTETfEERE ^ fftftE Eft EETEft ft Eft EEEE 
EFlfttE EERlftte ft EElfftt t EE fEfEET EE ft R# EEf 11 

15. ^ftEEft ^RjfftfftEET EftftRET EETR EEftl E^ EIr!, ft 

EcE«ffft3EftMEf^EETfMTET12.5.87ft5.3.88EE5, 240fftE 
ft 3ftEET Eft STeTE EET EFTTER ftfftET ftEE ftTftt ^ MT ft EEft 
ERft EE RTR 25 ERT ^ EEME ft 3TEftt ftET RRFE El ETft ^ 
ETEE ^ RTE ElTftEE EE^E ER ftET ft 'gEMfEET EET fftEE ftEE 
Eft RTE Eft 1 EEftEnftf ft ^EET 236 fEE EET ftET ERft EE ETEE 
fETET 3fft E^ ft^ ^ Mft Eft ■ftrft RfE R?gE Eft I ^ R?Ei: 
ftETE5RgEftft^EEREMETfEEREftRETEfEft ElTftEE 2.8.96 
Eft Eft 3ift: ftEE Rfer ■JEMfEET ^ fdR fftftfftE fETET 1 

METTEERE ^ fftftE ^ fEETS ETIeEE RFlEfE EM METETE Eft 


RERFfte ft 3RE^ Eft EET MTETTEERE ^ fftftE Eft'Sfe Eft 1 
RERT ftte ^ fftftE ^ fftETg: ElftET ft RTEEtE MMlfe ^ 
METTEERE ^ RftEE REEEfEET ^ fftftE Eft ftftrfEE ER EFTEE 

24 RTET ^ ERft 3RERET ^ RfeEE RI RETEf Eft 5 ETRI Mft 
^TfEjfft REFT ERft f4 STEkr fftEETfer Eft 1 

16. eft ^^E^fEREFiE EETR \°Rf°7ftEft^EFRRlftEERftRE 
^ EMT^RR eft ^^EftE REFJE ETETET ^ RE RT fEEfET 11.3.97 
ft EEftRT ft sfk ftET ^ ftRH fEEfET 7.6.99 Eft EE EEIlEftE 
Eft ER ftEftET ft EEE^i: ftER ETTft ft ET EMTEET feEfftr ftET 
(srfEEftEE) ftft ^ ERRE ER ^ftEEFRE ft REf I ER ^ftEET ft 
lEftE Eft ftft ftft ^ REf fERft RfftTTRMER EFIEET ftfftETET 

ERftEft EE 9.8.2010 EET MeERRE Eft ifEETET 10.8.2000 Eft 
EE EE MMET RRTE RE ft RTE ftET ft ETTfftET ftft tg 3TRft 
ETTEfETEEqfftTEfEETEftftEftEERTftfftlET ERftEEETET 
RET fft ETETET Eft Tjft ft EEER ETR ETTE fEET RET t EET EEEft 
ftET RRFE ER ft REf 11 ER fEE eft ^^EftE Eft ftET RRTfft ER 
Eft^ ERftr ft Eft fEET RET I 

fftTTET 29.7.2000 ft ftET RRTfft 3RftT Eft RTEf ft ^°ft° 
sftftifRET fEETE ftEfftER 1947 ft 3REftE ^ftft ft I fftM fEETE 
ME fftftEE tg eiR METETE Eft fftET RET:- Whether the 
termination of services of the appellant workman by the 
respondent-corporation vide order dated 29.7.2000 is proper 
and valid? If not then whether the concerned appellant- 
workman is entitled to receive interesFcompensation? 

ERERET Eft'gEET^ ER ETERI fftr ETft ft RMTE ER METETE 
ft ftErgfftr ETiftr fftRE ERft fE EE ETEETfftr fftET fft ftErgfftr 
ft Eftf ETE Eft’Eft Rft ft fft ^ftEET ETETET Eft ETFRETft ft 

ft ftRT fft ftErftftr ETTftr ft ETEE fftET RET ET ftft: 

METfEETRT ft RR^ ft ftRT ETT^ RTM Eft RW I 

ER MTETETE ft ftEftE ft fR ETEE Eft ft TITftE fftET fft ft 
lEftE Eft RTET RfERT R7 ft I ER MTEETE ft ER 3TEETfftT fftET 
fft TTET ETftMT e 4 ft ETftETft ft 240 fftE ft MTRT ftET Eft ft 
3fk fEET ftE ETRE ft RREft ftET RRFE Eft Rft I ftET RRTfft ER 
3TTftR fftlRT ERft flT ER METRE ft fEftfftr fftET fft ETftETft 
Eft ftET ft RRRT ftEE Rfftr ETETET ft RE RT xp^Effftr fftET MR 
EET ftET RRTftE ftf fftfE ft RRRT MR REFT fftET Mft EET Eft 
RfftMft ftf ftEE ftET REH Eft ME I 

ER METETE ft fftfE Eft RFTEfE EM METETE ft RRE 
^gftff Ef REf fft fftfE RTEE RT ETEETfftT E#’ t fft ETftETft 
ETTRfftH ER RETEf ETftETft ET I EE ftf ETRT RET fft 3RETEf 
ftfEET ETftf ET 1 RTEEfE EM METETE ft ER METETE ft ERftr 
EftfERR fftET sift: STEETfftr fftET fft RETEf Ef^gEftE RM^ 
ftET ft RftET Eff fftfE ft ftEigfEE EET REffEpT ftsftf RET ft 
EETERfti 

RFlftfE RtftfM METEFT ft RRE ETftETft/SFffEFEf Eff SFffET 
ft RFTEfE EM METEFT ft fftftE ER R# ftfET fEEREfE ET 
fftREft fftfRM fftfEET fft^ft RE ft REf Ef 1 
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TTH^ yciT^ -tiiAiidii frof^r ^ TTRR 17 ^ ^ 

^ STTSqR -cn; Sl^enfel t % SRkUSlf 
<+4 ^k 1 q# SIT T^TFlt <+4 ^k1 sit I TTT^ ^ ^ 4t 
W «1 T%c*,4x(k 1 ;iyc41 4c||y^rqd^7TfFr'f8TF4' 
'^'4<+i4<d ^iqiHHlii ycffTTci -!iiAiidii4^3i^?^iRd Piiiiit 
%qHd1d^^'^iqidi|?TO'qiferf4T4^3ii^fTO^^#rer 
tiqiddlil ycflT^rcl -!l|A||di|43l4kT Wl<+Kq^tcr«lTqHd1i| 
^iiiidA|^f4ofq^f4wf%^i 

TI^\°4t° l^(i<l4dl-HMl4chl4U!^H^ 

^ ■RTsff ^ ^ ^ ^ Tiqr# t TF3rj^ ^ 

TTFT^ ^ ^gq 13:4 ■qT«ff ?5lidld ^ iTFT^ ^ cr«^r 4 Hl«ldl 
il#tl 

17. ^I?r4TfW^iTFl ^Rqiuil TPIT il^ 4 SR^lTsfl 13:^7 
4f4^ %iT ^ ^ ^ 4 71^ r^Polddd ^-dlPdiK, P^PoIdd 3, 
4Hl4d ^ 3 i44t f44q^ 1.1.93 4 PdTIHl 93 ct^T d,|4<d ?TT 1 
^ 240 4 ^qi^ sraP?4 7^31343 <4,(4 U4< ^ ^ 

SIT 1 4)44iK ^ ^2R SIT % ^7ra4 4^ 14R1 25 137F, 25 4t 134 
25 13;^ ^ dcrdHd 4 TTfTFd ^4 if 4 I ^ 4lfeT, 4lfeFr ^ 

4cR 3TgM f4dT ^7144 441 TTflFd 44 if4 1 

474447 4 4414 ■3474fq4T 44 44 f4iT4 444 44T 375444 444 
^ 7114 44 I 7134 44 441414 4 441^ tl 14414 3Mf441 
T4141P44174-714-4414141414 44 4734 44 41414447 ^ 4414 
4444 f34 I Pd4l4dl 4 41444 4^ 14141414 ^ i3417T4te ^ 
714^ 441^ ^ f441g: 4lf44114734 417 44 31P44144 4734 f4141 
% f74l4714 714 P^Polddd fi4tf447 8, 41741414^1447 4# 4 
441 I3.4|4 4H4 7ft414 4lP44 41, 3Mf441 f4414 3lP4f^ ^ 
4144H 414f ^ 4414 4 4141^4# 4l4 144 414141 44111411.1. 
93 44 414114144441 8 4 41i 474 414I4i 4 744: ^St^417 31474 
1993 4 474 441, ?4 44474714 2401^ 4414# 44 41144 41 
4141 441 4141 ^ 744 4)l4<d ^ 344 ^1441 %R 4411 4141 
174447 1993^ 4l4)l4<d7l'314:41414114141474# 774^44 
41# 444 4# 41 3147 4^ 4lP4dH< 93 #414141741754114^ 
#4151441141314^ 1993 #414l/314l4n4l 3447141#44441 
31lf#717, 6, # 4# 474 4414# 41# 44# 474 751 4114# 

47 47# 4# Pd^Pdd 444 4# 441147447 1993 441 4)l4<d 751 
3il7 4# # ■gq: 47# 7#^ # 444147447 1993 # #5l#4 154 
4447144^ ?14 41# #41714l1# 44 31#4141I74 4# 1#414411 
41# # 441 41#ii57 4# # 240 #4 #41 ijH 4# 4#, 54 4447 
414 25 474 (a) 44 (b) 44 31541714 34444414# 411144^ # 
4144 # 1441§: 31#711# # 44157144R # 47^ I414114^144# 

# 3lf444# # 3114R 47 414 4141#1 #144 #1# 4# # 141# 

# 1#7ti47 1993 4# 4747 #7145441# # 1#13; 47^ 4# 1# 47# 
240 #4 44# 14141 #171# 3114R 4714141P44174I # 41# # 4^ 

# 414-1#13fl 44 #7417411#411 41# # 74^ # 571 4144 # 
344R 47 1# 41# 1240/- 74# 4l1#41 #7R 47 #344 41, 
14141P44174I # 4141#1 TlTgll 44141# # 4^ # ### #141 411 


41##41441371R1#444 3 3# 6 #47##^44# 31.12.93 
7141 3101#1 # ^414144# #141 4144 ##1 #14441 # 3lf4411# 
31P4441441# # l1#7ti47 1993 #4747 #71# 3754447# 22 
#4 44# #141 41144144 514 4711# 4# 44# #47# 4# ##44 
771 3#7 41#447 514 471# 4# 44# #47# 4# 5f#44 77141# # 
240 #4 # ^415144# #141 411 

4144# 4^ 14141714 4# 114171#4 # 1414#44174 # ##4 
#4#1 27.7.2000 # #745 41I444 #4#17.4.2010 4# 7#447 
4# Pd441 5fe 4P1#4 4^ 14141714 4# Tsiu^q# # #4141 
19.9.13 4# 4# I #4#1 19.9.13 # ##4 # ^ 51417 41#/ 
3T#711# # 4P## 77##414141714 # 714^ 41I444 475714# I 
#17447 # 41# 41# 71 744#14 41# # 37f4#7I 4# #4^ # 
41# 4# 4l7147l^ # Tl# 4 5# # 744i4 # 41# "5## 4# # 

# I #4# 74# # # 5#1 ##41# # 41# 54141# 417417#41R 
#141 41 3#7 374^ 1993 71 #7447 1993 7141 #1# 3714 
1#444 # 41# 4174T 7#414 #147 4T # 71## 7144# ##44 
44 #774 45I 411577 484 4# 5fe44 771# 55 #151# ##4# 

# 37P44TI7# 37p44i7n 541 ## 44T 37I44TI# 37I44147 ##1447 
37I44IT7I # Hldd# 7##4 14141714 # 3lf44441 # ##4 4# 
51# 4# 44T 31#717#447 4# I 

39. 45i 441 41712 (oo)(bb) # ##4 ^1474144 4441 54 # 
414414 PdH4d f:- 

(44) “#4#7f##r4415I71#l#44#474ll#4144#771 
4#47n4 37f4#41, 4# 375417 R 7## 44#415l # 74 # #5 45 
4471 #14 #1# # 4474 # #14144151, #45 571# 31i7t#4 
PdHPdRdd 4# 34 #:- 

(Tin) “##1441 37# 74544 44#47 # #4 ##44 

77#51 # 7747415l 4# 47 47744 4##174 4 #15 4# 4T ##144 
77#51 # 477 ##4 37i4#4 #4# 375414 # 37#4 #7# 77#51 
44 4#477P7 #15 4# # 41717474 #4# 44#47 4# #4T 44 
4#47714; 

40. 4T71 25-451 44 4744n 3114li#4 5# # #15 Hldd# 
77#^ -414^4 5KI 2006 59# <#<1 (571°455'577°), 38, 

447 #174 44144-37#74# 4414 554141^ 3747 #15-474# # 
477R 8 5 ^ 43# #4# ^74741 4171 2 (3#3#), 417125 (#) 
54 25 (TTTl) #74414 #47#7§#4t411 #4444%:- 

"To attract provisions of Section 25-F, the workman 
claiming protection under it, has to prove that there 
exists relationship of employer and employee; that 
he is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) 
of the Act; the establishment in which he is employed 
is an industry within the meaning of the Act and he 
must have put in not less than one year of continuous 
service as defined by Section 25-B under the 
employer. These conditions are cumulative. If any of 
these conditions is missing the provisions of Section 
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25-F will not be attracted. To get relief from the court 
the workman has to establish that he has right to 
continue in service and that his service has been 
terminated without complying with the provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act. 

The section postulates three conditions to be fulfilled 
by an employer for getting a valid retrenchment, namely:— 

(i) one month's clear notice in writing indicating the 
reasons for retrenchment or that the workman has 
been paid wages for the period of notice in lieu of 
such notice; 

(ii) payment of retrenchment compensation which 
shall be equivalent to 15 day's average pay for 
every completed year of continuous service or 
any part thereof, in excess of six months; 

(iii) a notice to the appropriate Government in the 
prescribed manner." 

41. 

t aS-TTT ^ ■RTsff ^ ^ 

^ 11 ^ FTJF FIW ^ Far FftRsiRPlf ^ 

cT«IT Fiaff dM ^ ^ FftRsiRPlf ^ 3iqdHH 

^ t % ^ TIFF F# t 3IF:-RTsfi ^ 

Tl ^ F# eft ^ TlFKlt 11 TTTFl 

^TPglT ^ ^ SlTtlR T[ ^ T[ 

eft did #qtFft PiyRkt 30.8.91 Fit 

F# Fit FFt «ft 3fk eft w Fit ^Fi^ ^qqft 

3I^F1WI Fit SIfTF 4 FlFl fFlFT FFT t^FTFl 30.8.91 ^ 
31.7.92 d<+ dOIdKFilH h 41 RhFI FFT^FFtt^^FT^ FRI 25 -tFF 
^ ^eelFF Tf TFIFF F# Fit FFt I FIF TRSF F;F1 F^3?TR 
FT«ff ^ tFTlg; FFIKIFTFI fFl% fFlFT FfM 11 

fFTFFFT FIF Wn-2 

42 . F^ FIF fF 31TFIF FIT t fFl FFT 4 eft ^ elM 

#qt Fit ifFIFOirkl ^ FTF sftlftfFFl fFFlF SiMfFF Fit FRI 
2 5 -TTF ^ FeelFF ^ FFt frgfFF Fit t ? Flf^ ^ FFR RTF 
FFt frgfFF FIT Fe#TI FFFt F^ 4 fFlFT t TF^ FF 1 f^ ^ifFF 
^ FFT FIT Fe#n F# 11 4 FFt fF^fFF ^ F^F ^ ^^FIR 

11 FT«ff eft ^ elTer #qt FFI TTT^ ^ FTJF FTFF-FF ^ 
TFR Tf FF Fe#n t % FFFll 4Fiy,Fd FUt FFF Ff 4 
FlfF^ 3 i4f 1 erfiTFl F)l4<d ^ ^tFlF fqiFt ^ FFT FIT Fe#!I 
F# 11 Ft ITKt elM FFTt Fit fF^fe FTFt Fit'^FigfFF fFl4 Fn4 
FF FTF tFl^ Fn4 FF Fe#n t ^fqiF FTTtn FF Fe#n F# 11 
FfFFftFT^FT^ eft ^Slidld #qt^TFTFFFFTTITFFTttFl 
^FeT eft FFFF FITF Fit 31FFFFI STFfF ^ %F ^IFl fF'FFT 4 


TUT FFT FT ff FFT Fl^ t Ft FT^ 4 FFT t 

% FFl ^ Fit FFTF FFF FRFTFT FTFT t FF^ SIfTF 

FFl Fit FFTf FIFT Ft% FRFTFT FIFT 't I '?F FFR ^ 

eft ?9lc:.dld'®t'ft'^F^4'Fft|tMFFl 3lfFFFttFl FFl f 
^ FF TT f 4 FF F# FFFT11 FF F«F FTf^ ^ "gFF t FFT 
?FFlt o4lte4l FTF-f^ 7 T®it FFl ^ fFTFFFI ^ "fFlt t Fit 
eft ^ FTTFT ^Ft fFFTF fF^FF FFlf F# ^ Ff^ eft FFFF 
W Fit FFTF FFFTt ^ I eft FFPFF FfFft FT^ 4 FTFF-FF 
^ FFR 4 ^ FIFT t tFl |°^°F3T°Fft° Fit fFgfFF ^ %F ^ 
4RF)KSKI PlRFd yPshFI fFFfftF 11 Ft did #qt^FFT^ 
^ ^rft fFRft yPshFI FF FR frgfFF F# Fit FFt Ft I 

FFTFeft FT FFFTFq FF FFFt FRI TT^F 3lfF#!I Ex-M-3 ^ 
3TFdlF)H ^FFFnf^ttFl SRTT^fFFTFl 31.7.92 Fit eft ^ 
FTTeT #qt 4 eft F^WT Fit Ff4fR #TT t fFRTFlt-gfe TO 7 FT 

eft FFTF^ FfEtt ^ ^ 11 F^lWT ^ t^T^ 

FT^ 4 31FfFFFT Flf^ Fit 11 FT^ F^ Fit FTFl Ft FT^F 
FT^ ^ fTT FIF FF Flt^ Fe#!I F# t tFl F^lWT ■5TI4 FFfFRt 

t % RRf SIFTTF ^ W FFT ^fFlF eft :g^ ^ 

FfF^ ^ fTFfF FW t fFl FtFTIFT #ft Fit FFIFIT 4lFltt 
F#^FFttFf^ eftFFTIF W^FlFTFRST^qfEFfFTF^^ 
FFTF 3T5?ITTTtFFl FF4 fT# ^ 3FftfqF FFT ^ ^ FFFT FFT 

tfFTTT^FttFnFTFFFFFFFFFtFFTFl 28.10.95 Fit ftFFFtfqF 
f 3F11FFTFFTF tFFR FFFfdF ^ eft FFTTF FTTF ^ ftFF FF FT 
frgfFF t5 FTF FFt f 4 11 fTT #F eft ^ FTTFT #Ft Fit fFFFT 
FRT FFTFR ^ FF HTTF Ft FFT t % FF 3TFFT FTF TtFFR 
FlTFfeTF ^ FFf FIF^ I tFFR FlTFfeTF ^ FFt F^ FFTf eft ^ 
elTeT #Ft FF FTF F# TfT t ?F FIFFT FFFlt trgfe FT fFFR F# 
FFT 11 f^FTFl 6.11.1995 Fit eft FpF ^gTlft Fit fF^fFF 
TtFFR FFFfeTF FTF FTFtf^ ^ ^ FIF Fit FFt 11 FFF 
FF^FT# FT^ ?TF FTfF 3TfF#I Aw-10 ^ STFeTlFlF ^ ^ 11 
FFF fTFtF ^ FF ^qiflT t fqi Ft Fl^I :gFtt Fit trgfFF ^ ^ 3ftT 
eft ^ FTleT #qt Fit PH^rFF F ^ ^t tFRlt 9RhFI FF FedFH 
F# t F # fFlTft F^TFTF FF STF ^feFtFT ^ t FFtfe FFFF 
FTF tFFR FFFfdF ^ F# ^FT FFT 11 3TF: FF F«F TTlf^ t 
% eft ^ FTTeT #ft ^ fFFtFl 01.8.92 ^ ^ ^ Ff 4 ^ FTF 
eft FpF ^grrft Fit fFgfe ff 11 

43. FFt FFl FTF 25-F:F ^ FeetFF FF FFF t leTF TT^4 
t5FTF25F[FFFFTfFFn3tfFlFfFlFTFnTFTtFftfFRFF^t:- 
“ FTF 25-F. ■#FFtf^FEF)4F>KT'^^: PHFtFd- 

FTFT fFl Ifi-fI Fl4FFtt Fft 'SFFt Fit FTTFt ■!■ sttT fFFtFFl 
fFl^ ^ifFFFt Fit 3 Tf 4 fFFtFF ft TT14 Fit FTFTFFT FFTFT t, FFt 
FF FF ^SFFt tFlT FT FRfFFft Fit, RT FTTF ^ FTFftFl t, 4^4 
Ttftr 4r, ^ 1 ¥ff Fit fttt, ^ ^tfttt 4ft fFi PtfIfh ^ 

fFTT 3TF4 f4 FTFTIfF fR sftT WFt fFlT FT FF FFfFFft Fit FTl 
TF: fFFtFF ^ fTTT 3 Tf 4 Fit FTFTfqF Fl4 3FF ^TfFTTFt FT 
3TfFFTFfF#FT 1” 
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44. ^ ^ ^1^7^ t % ^ 4i44iK ^ 

^ t #!: ^ ^ 

rH'Jll^HTf <+4<+k 

^■ 5 ^: rH4l'4H^31c|y< y<H%^^5ntTTT3fk'4R ?j<iHl pchill 

TFTT 4i 4<4)K ^ t TTl ^ 3T^ ^ifePTf ^ 

45. Aw-10^ 31c|(HlohH 

f^gfei ^ ^ ^ 331^1 ^ 

<1^9K dildfdd ^f ^ ^371^ 1 <1^9K dildldil ^ ^ ^f 

^nsff ^ ^ ^ 8^ I ^ %T7 frgf^ tg ^TF#PT ^ 
^#TT33ft^8TT133cr:'3T8ff ^SPT^lfePTf^ 

f5R^ ?1TT dllddl cl^ ^ ^ ^31^ 8ft ^ ^ ^ 

<l^dK dildfdd ^ yidindd SfHnfgfqf Tf ^ 1 

46. 33^T3^c^Tjuf-g^i3^f 9rt^wi:g3Kt^fJ3gfer 
^KfRiaS-TltEfstkinicb IddKsrfirfwT^dcrdHdfsrTtl^ 
cfsq ^ fes ^ ^ m ■yraft eft ^ cim #ftt -qr t % ^ 

ktki 25-T3tEf ^ ■qfft ^ ft ^<+dK 1 1 

47 . eft ^ q 3M #qtsrqftt dlftddil ft^dcrellsl 

%?KI30.8.91 ^ fft^feft Tpjf 

# 4%^ TTT^ ftr cfSfT 3r?gd 3ftft#!I ftf ^ ^ qilfftcl f33T 

t % ^ ftrjqrf ^ %ft Tpjf ^f aft ^iT3M w ^ 

33^w Sf^er ftg oTOfft Titf gf STcl: ftl^ ft ^ ^ ^ 

sftirai ft 3ftft^ aft ^IT3M w ^ 33^^3WI 33^?4 cf^ t 
33^^3WT ft ^ 33 ft ^ ^3Rni 33^?Trafft^ ^TFkf# ^ 

ft^ ft ^SRT w 1 1 f?T "q^ aft ^ q3m #qt ^ Trrqft ft ?3T33 

2 ( 00 ) (bb) ^ 311 ^ 80 ^ SHobftfd ftcn t *qRI 25-'QtEf ^ ‘qra^fH 

^^^fftftftft31|<4)rtfd ^ldlt^'4 dNlftFTFT ?37lfftHq^ft 

3ft3: ^33^ ftsft ^ ftt Tpft ft I ^ ftt ^c^3§ftft31 % 

ft rdWKUi fti3^33^?3Tfftr%^TT^t-qT8ft 

33 r 8 rR ■' 33 : ftt aft ■ftft criiei ftlftt ^rrn 25 -'q:^ < 4 iih < 4 ih ■' 3 fft ft 

48. W 33W ^313531 -Qft ft 33T?3R -93 ft ^ 

■fft^ ■'33 ■^■fft ■qift aft ■ftft '33133 ■ftftt ft ft^ ft ^ ^ ^1^ 
aft 'giift'^rft ftt fft^fftr ^ ftt Tpft t ■q^T^'fiFift 

ftt 3fa3 ■qft ■qfftftftM ft 8rra 25-^Q?q 3ftftftTR3 33fftftrq 

^ 3<rdftd 'qft t ftfsdl ft dqdl^tfHK ddiKkOdi rdHd 

fft^n Wit I 

^-■fft^ 3r®3f t3N 

49. ^ ^ ■fft^ ?3T 33WP3 ^ t fft3 ^llft ■fft3T 33^ftq ^ 

t ? 333531 iTqr 3TqF33r 4 ft fft^ ft ^ ■q^ t 

fft^qisft«3l3f2 (1T33) 3ftftlP|c(, rddK33fftWT 1947 ft^qrfft«3H 

ft 33^3T13“diftdiK”'qft tl^rar^fft’lFlft^q^^^ aftftft 
did tftqlfttftdl yqirkl^fftfe^qftftftltMNl ftbfti 33^;ftq 
ft! ■qift ^ 'q# 1 1 333531 ■qrq 3f^g33R'qqqTRq^ 

fqftfti fft^n wi 11 


50. ■^ fft^ 313531 ■9:^3 ddldd ■qftf ft ■qM fft^ ft ft ^ 
TT3f ^ ^fft 3ftftini<4) 33Wftrq 1947 ftt 8fl3l 2 ■Q3T ft 
31^3113 O.'+Hd feyiift-rid ftd =fiRq3“=h4chK”'qftt, aftftlft33133 

fttqt ft! ■qftKR ?33f ft^igqd ^ ftt ^3Fki# fftfti ■qft ftftcf t 
31831 ^3lft ^3lfftf 33^ftq ■qft ^ ^^3^'dft 11 tl 

■^ffti fq% ^ W3 ■q^ fftii wi 11 ftw 3i^g33R ■qiffti 
fft^witi 

51. ftw ftt ■qfftdfq ftftftf 313<4)I3 ftt 33tfttftiq3 
33ftlfW3 1947 ftt «313f 17 (1) ft 333fft3f ■qq3RFlf^ftftfftt I 

W ■qpft^f^ ■qftr#! 33ftra3lft 

'dlfftftt, 14 'ql, 2015 

^.333. 1048.—3Mfqq3 ift^ 33Wftrq, 1947 (1947 

^ 14 ) ftt W 17 ft 3353I3W ft, ftftftf 313q3R ^^1351 

fdtftfe ft ■qft^lcftf ft ft^ ■ffttftlftf 33t3 ^qft ^3ftq3lft ft #Ef 
33^ft^fftft^3tlftlR|ch Iddldftftftftf 333^313%q33?ft3?q33 
Pi-a'idd, ft^ftft^ (3ftft3i3531 NTB-9 of 2003) ftf y<+lR(ld 

Wt t, ft ft^ 313q3R ftt 14/05/2015 ftt ■qro f331 8311 

[31° ■Q:d-42025/02/2015-331^33R (ft^)] 
■qt° ft° ftjftlqiel, ft3^ 33f8ra3lft 

New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1048. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby published the award (I.D. No. NTB-9 of 2003) of the 
Central Government National Industrial Tribunal, Mumbai 
now as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
the Bajaj Electricals Limited and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-42025/02/2015-IR PU)] 

P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE NATIONALINDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL 
MUMBAI 

Present: 

JUSTICE S.P MEHROTRA, Presiding Officer 
COMPLAINT NO. NTB-9 OF 2003 
(Arising out of Reference NTB-1 of 1997) 

Parties: 

V. Subramanian ... Complainant 

And 

Ms. Bajaj Electricals Ltd. ... Opponent 
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Appearances: 

For the Complainant : Mr. A. Mathew, Adv. 

For the Opponent : Mr. M.S. Paranjpe, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 5th day of May, 2015 

AWARD 

1. V. Subramanian, Complainant filed the present 
Complaint under Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 making the following prayers: 

"(a) holding and declaring the Chargesheet-cum- 
suspension dated 9th March 2000 issued to the 
Complainant at Annexure-A' as illegal and void 
ab initio; 

(b) directing the Opponent Company to pay full 
wages treating the Complainant as if working w.ef. 
the date of suspension, i.e. 9th Mach 2000; 

(c) directing the Opponent Company to pay 
adequate compensation for having meted out social, 
physical and mental torture to the Complainant; 

(d) to grant any other relief the Hon’ble Tribunal 
may deem fit and proper; and 

(e) to direct the Opponent Company to pay cost of 
this Compaint." 

2. The Complaint pertains to Reference No. NTB-1 of 
1997 which was pending before this Tribunal when the 
Complaint was filed. In the said Reference No. NTB-1 of 
1997, Award was passed by this Tribunal on 20.2.2004. The 
said Award was challenged by the Opposite Party herein 
before the Bombay High Court by filling Writ Petition being 
Writ Petition No. 1368 of 2004. The said Writ Petition was 
disposed of by the Bombay High Court by the Order dated 
14.12.20004. 

3. As regards the present Compaint, Pleadings were 
exchanged between the parties. Evidence on behalf of the 
parties was also led. The case is at the stage of arguments. 

4. The case was lastly listed on 7.4.2015 by the Order 
dated 7.4.2015, the case was directed to be put up on 
5.5.2015. Accordingly, the case is put up today. 

5. Mr. A Mathew, learned counsel for the Complainant 
and Mr. M.S. Paranjpe, learned counsel for the Opposite 
Party are present. Both the learned counsel for the parties 
state that pursuant to the disciplinary proceedings which 
commence with the Chargesheet-cum-Suspension Order 
dated 9.3.200, as mentioned in the aforementioned 
Complaint, the services of the Complainant were terminated. 
Both the learned counsel for the parties further state that 
in regard to the termination of services of the Complainant, 
the Opposite Party herein has filed Approval Application 


No. 15 of 2005 under Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Both the learned counsel for the parties 
further state that the said termination is also the subject- 
matter of Complaint No. 1 of 2005 filed by the Complainant 
herein. 

6. In the circumstances, learned counsel for both the 
parties state that so far as the present Complaint namely, 
complaint No. NTB-9 of 2003 is concerned, the same has 
become infructuous, and the same may be dismissed as 
such. 

7. In view of the Join Statement made by the learned 
counsel for the parties, the aforementioned Complaint No. 
NTB-9 of 2003 is dismissed as having become infructuous. 

8. Award is passed accordingly. 

Justice S. P. MEHROTRA, Presiding Officer 

14 2015 

^.3Tr. 1049.—3|kini4) StMwt, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ tJRI 17 ^ 31j,4RU| TfRcl ^EIR 

fWT ^ ^ <4,4c*,Kj’ 

^ Tf Sfkinict, y<c*,K 

3 ikini4) srfsmH aw wftret 2 ^ ‘teir (TW’f 

WIT 1546/2008) ^ y-filRld wt t, ^ ^ 

14/05/2015 ^ f31T ?TT 1 

[4i°'Q:^-40012/12/2008-31T|31R (it^)] 

■qjo 

New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1049. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby published the award (I.D. No. 1546/2008) of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 2, Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of the Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-40012/12/2008-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. No. 1546/2008 
Registered on. 20.6.2008 

Sh. Harmesh Singh, S/o Sh. Dilip Singh, R/s 86, Moga, 
Village and PO Bhirdana Dhani, Fatehabad. 

...Petitioner 
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Versus 

1. The Chief General Manager, Bharat Sanchar 
Nigam Ltd., Telecom Haryana Circle, Ambala 
Cantt. 

2. The Divisional Engineer, Telegarph, Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd. Fatehabad. 

...Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the workman Sh. Raj Kaushik, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. Kailash Sharma, Adv. 

Award 

Passed on 9.4.2015 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-40012/12/ 
2008-IR(DU) dated 2.6.2008, by exercising its power under 
Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) and sub-section 
(2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as 'Act') has referred the following Industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the management of Chief 
General Manager, Telecom, BSNL, Ambala Cantt. 
Divisional Engineer, Telegraph, BSNL, Fatehabad, in 
terminating the services of their workman 
Sh. Harmesh Singh w.e.f. 15.4.2004 is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?" 

According to the workman, he was appointed as Peon 
on 7.9.2001 in the Office of SDO(T), Fatehabad on daily 
basis and he worked till 30.10.2002. He was shifted to 
Accounts Branch where he worked till 15.4.2004 and also 
used to do the work of a Clerk. His services were terminated 
on 15.4.2004 without serving any notice or payment of 
retrenchment compensation and therefore his termination 
is illegal. 

Respondent management filed written reply 
controverting the averments and pleaded that workman 
was engaged occasionally on availability of work by the 
AO (TRU) Fatehabad and he did not work continuously. 
Since he was not engaged, he was not to be paid any 
retrenchment compensation. 

In support of its case the workman appeared in the 
witness box and filed his affidavit along with the documents 
Exhibit W1 to W133. 

On the other hand the management has examined 
Sh. Mahesh Rana, who filed his affidavit reiterating the 
stand taken by the management in the written statement. 

I have heard Sh. Raj Kaushik, counsel for the workman 
and Sh. Kailash Sharma, counsel for the management. 

It was argued by the learned counsel for the management 
that there was no relationship of employer and employee 
between the parties and the workman was engaged 


occasionally on job basis and as such he cannot claim 
himself to be the employee of the management. 

It may be added that claimant has specifically pleaded 
that he was appointed as Peon on 7.9.2011 at Fatehabad 
where he worked till 30.10.2002 and was then shifted to the 
Accounts Branch. Though this fact is denied by the 
respondent department but it has pleaded that the workman 
was engaged occasionally on job basis. Thus the 
respondent management itself admits that the workman 
was engaged for doing certain jobs in the department but 
occasionally. Sh. Mahesh Rana, examined by the respondent 
management has admitted that workman was employed 
earlier by the DETC, then he was engaged by the SDO and 
thereafter he (witness) engaged the workman. Thus the 
engagement of the workman is admitted. It was for the 
management to prove by way of documentary evidence 
that the workman was engaged occasionally and on job 
basis but the department did not choose to produce any 
record to establish that the workman in fact worked 
occasionally and not regularly as pleaded by him. Thus 
taking the pleadings and the statement of Mahesh Rana 
into account, the case of the workman stands probablized 
that he worked with the department from 7.9.2001 to 
15.04.2004 and it is the case of the workman that he was 
drawing wages as per DC rates. Since the workman worked 
from 7.9.2001 to 15.4.2004, it is to be held that he worked 
continuously for 240 days prior to the termination of 
services and since his services were terminated without 
service of notice or payment of retrenchment compensation 
and as such, the termination of his services is not legal and 
valid. 

The respondent department is a statutory body and 
have its rules and regulations for making the appointment. 
Nothing has come on the file that any procedure was 
followed while appointing the workman but the fact remains 
that he was engaged by the respondent management, may 
be without following the rules. Since the appointment is 
not as per rules and regulations, his reinstatement cannot 
be ordered. In the circumstances, he is to be paid 
compensation. Though nothing has come on the record 
that what was being paid to him but he worked for more 
than two-and-a-half years with the department. Considering 
the totality of the circumstances and by guess work, he is 
to be awarded Rs. 1 lac by way of compensation. 

In result, the reference is answered holding that workman 
is entitled to get Rs. 1 lac as compensation from the 
respondent management who shall pay the same within 
two months from the publication of the award failing which 
the workman will be entitled to get interest at the rate of 6 
per cent per armum from the date of the award till realization. 
Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the Central 
Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
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^.3Tr. 1050.—3ikini=h STMwt, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) 

^ 3fk^^ <+4 <+k 1 ^ ^ 31^?4 ff 

slklHlch TTWl slklRlc), srfsmnr 

(71^^ WIT 5/2011) 

^ WTR ^ 14/05/2015 W fSTT ?TT I 

[4 ■q:^-12011/26/2010-3n|3TR (^-I)] 
TH<+dHl, 3T^WT 3Tf?q^ 

New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1050. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 05/2011) of the 
Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Federal Bank and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/05/2015. 

[No. L-1201 l/26/2010-IR(B-l)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

Present: 

Shri D. Sreevllabhan, B.Sc., LL.B., Presiding Officer 
(Thursday the 16th day of April, 2015/26th Chaitra, 1937) 



ID 5/2011 

Union : 

The General Secretary 

Federal Bank Employees Union 
Central Office 

Aluva 

By Adv. Shri C Anil Kumar 

Management : 

The Chairman 

Federal Bank Limited. 

Aluva 

By M/s B.S. Krishnan Associates 


This is case coming up for final hearing on 30.03.2015 
and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 16.04.2015 passed 
the following: 

AWARD 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section) 1) and sub-section(2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government/Ministry of Labour vide Order No. L-12011/ 
26/2010-lR(B-l) dated 08.03.2011 referred the industrial 
dispute scheduled thereunder for adjudication to this 
tribunal. 


2. The dispute is: 

"Whether the action of the management of Federal 
Bank Limited, in imposing a penalty of reduction of 
basic pay by one stage in the scale of pay on Shri T. 
Shanmughavelu, the erstwhile Typist-cum-clerk, is 
legal and justified? To what relief the workman is 
entitled?" 

The workman, while working as typist-cum-clerk in the 
Chaliyam Branch of the management bank, was issued with 
a chargesheet dated 12.05.2007 for the acts of gross 
misconducts of (a) willful insubordination or disobedience 
of any lawful and reasonable order of the management or 
of a superior (b) doing any act prejudicial to the interest of 
the bank or gross negligence or negligence involving or 
likely to involve the bank in serious loss and (c) misbehavior 
towards customers arising out of bank's premises along 
with the order placing him under suspension with immediate 
effect. An enquiry was ordered to be conducted by 
appointing Shri PK. Satheesh, the then Senior Manager as 
the enquiry officer. After conducting enquiry he had 
submitted the enquiry report to the disciplinary authority 
after finding that all the charges levelled against him were 
proved. The disciplinary authority accepted the findings 
after hearing the workman and imposed the penalty of 
'reduction of basic pay by one sage.' The appeal filed by 
him before the appellate authority was dismissed confirming 
the order of the disciplinary authority. Hence this industrial 
dispute was raised by the union which resulted in this 
reference. 

4. Union filed claim statement challenging the validity 
of the enquiry, the findings of the enquiry officer and the 
penalty imposed on the workman. The issuance of a 
composite order placing him under suspension, ordering 
an enquiry and appointing an enquiry officer to conduct 
the enquiry along with the charge memo without waiting 
for his explanation would reveal that the management was 
predetermined in the matter of disciplinary action against 
him. The enquiry was conducted in violation of the 
principles of natural justice without affording sufficient 
opportunity to the workman to adduce evidence. The 
evidence tendered by him was not considered by the 
enquiry officer in the right perspective. The enquiry was 
only a farce and the findings of the enquiry officer are 
totally perverse and not based on any legal evidence. There 
was no legally acceptable evidence before the enquiry 
officer to prove the alleged misconducts. He was victimized 
by the management for the claim made by him for higher 
post. The punishment imposed on the workman is too harsh 
and is disproportionate to the charges found to have been 
proved in the enquiry. Hence it is prayed that an award be 
passed setting aside the order of imposition of penalty and 
directing the management to restore the benefits denied to 
him consequent to that order. 
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5. Management filed written statement denying the 
allegations in the claim statement challenging the validity 
of the enquiry, the findings of the enquiry officer and the 
proportionality of the punishment imposed on the workman. 
It is further contended that after allotting him with the work 
in the main cash section in Chaliyam branch he used to 
pick up quarrels with customers by deliberately delaying 
service to them. In the morning on 11.05.2007 the manager 
handed over a cash remittance of ? 7 lakhs to the case 
officer Shri Abdul Khader, Manager (Administration) for 
entrusting it to the workman who was the then main cashier 
for accounting. Without following the normal procedure of 
transferring cash balance to the other cash counters he 
started counting the cash remittance of ? 7 lakhs. In spite 
of the repeated oral instructions he was not prepared to 
transfer the cash to the other cash counters but he continued 
to count the cash. At about 10:20 AM on that day the 
Manager issued an office order to him to transfer cash to 
the other cash counters immediately. He had 
acknowledged the office order by writing in the office order 
book that "I am receiving 7 lakhs deposit. He must wait till 
them". He transferred the cash balance to the other cash 
counters only at 10:35 AM after counting the cash of ? 7 
lakh and thereby he had deliberately delayed the normal 
functioning of the branch. On 05.05.2007 at around 11:00 
AM he had misbehaved towards an old lady customer 
who came to his counter for the release of some of her gold 
ornaments pledged with the bank. Disciplinary action was 
initiated against him after placing him under suspension 
for the acts of gross misconducts of. 

(a) willful insubordination or disobedience of any 
lawful and reasonable order of the management 
or of a superior; 

(b) doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the 
bank or gross negligence or negligence involving 
or likely to involve the bank in serious loss and 

(c) misbehavior towers customers in the bank's 
premises. 

Considering the seriousness of the charges an enquiry 
was conduct against him by appointing Shri P.K. Satheesh, 
the then Senior Manager as the enquiry officer. He was 
defended in the enquiry by Shri K. Abdussalam, Advocate, 
Calicut. The enquiry officer conducted the enquiry as per 
rules and by complying with the principles of natural justice 
by affording him every opportunity to prove his innocence. 
After conducting the enquiry the enquiry officer found 
him guilty of the acts of 'wildful insubordination or 
disobedience of any lawful or reasonable orders of the 
management or of a superior', 'doing any act prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank' and 'misbehavior towards 
customers arising out of bank's premises'. The disciplinary 
authority accepted the findings of the enquiry officer after 
affording an opportunity of hearing him and imposed the 
punishment of 'reduction of basic pay by one stage in the 
scale of pay'. The appeal filed by him before the appellate 


authority challenging the imposition of penalty was 
dismissed vide order dated 10.02.2009. The allegations as 
till treatment by the management are made without any 
basis or bonafadies. He was earlier dismissed from the 
services of the bank after conducting an enquiry. But he 
was ordered to be reinstated by the tribunal on the ground 
that the punishment imposed on him was disproportionate 
to the gravity of misconduct without interfering the findings 
as to his misconducts proved in that enquiry. After 
reinstatement there was no improvement in him and hence 
disciplinary action was initiated against him for the alleged 
misconducts. The enquiry officer entered into the findings 
against him after having a proper appreciation of the 
evidence in the enquiry. The disciplinary authority imposed 
the penalty after having due regard to the gravity of the 
proved misconducts. It is neither disproportionate nor harsh 
or excessive. It is just, legal, proper and valid and hence 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

6. Union did not file any rejoinder in spite of the 
opportunity given for that purpose. 

7. As the validity of the enquiry was under challenge 
the same was dealt with treating it as a preliminary issue. 
For the purpose of deciding that issue the enquiry officer 
was examined as MW 1 and the enquiry file was marked at 
Ext. Ml. The enquiry was found to be valid by this tribunal 
as per the preliminary order dated 06.02.2015. Since the 
enquiry was found to be valid the ID was posted for final 
hearing and the arguments for both sides were heard. 

8. The points for determination are: 

(i) Whether the domestic enquiry conducted against 
the workman was fair and in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice? 

(ii) Whether the findings entered into against him in 
the enquiry call for any interference by this 
tribunal? 

(hi) Whether the punishment imposed on him is 
disproportionate to the misconducts? 

(iv) Whether the workman is entitled to any relief? 

9. Point No. (i):— As per the preliminary order dated 
06.02.2015 it was found that the enquiry was conducted in 
a fair and proper manner after affording reasonable 
opportunity to the workman and without violating the 
principles of natural justice. As the enquiry was found to 
be valid as per the preliminary order no further probe is 
required with regards to it and the same form part of the 
award. 

10. Point No. (ii):— The allegations in the chargesheet 
based on which the charges as to the three gross 
misconducts levelled against the workman reads thus: 

" 11(a). Shri Shanmugavelu T was allotted with main 
cash section with effect from May, 2007. Ever since 







2268 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


he took charge of the section, there have been 
complaints from customers on the delay and 
deficiency of service on the part of Shri 
Shanmugavelu. 

(b) In the morning of 11.05.2007, the Manager had 
handed over a cash remittance of Rs. 7 lakh to the 
cash officer Shri Abdul Kader, Manager (Admn) for 
entrusting the same to the main cashier for 
accounting. Shri Shanmugavelu started counting the 
cash remittance of Rs. 7 lakh without following the 
normal procedure of transferring cash balance to 
other cash counters. The cash officer had told Shri 
Shanmugavelu that there was no hurry to account 
the cash remittance of Rs. 7 lakh since the same was 
checked by him an could be accounted at his 
convenience. But Shri Shanmugavelu was adamant 
and not willing to obey the instruction of the cash 
officer under the plea that he would transfer the cash 
only after counting Rs. 7 lakh handed over by the 
cash officer. By that time several customers were 
waiting at the counter. On seeing the customers 
accumulated at the counter, the Manger enquired 
about the matter with Shri Abdul Kadar, Manager 
(Admn.) and he personally went to the cash cabin 
and instructed Shri Shanmugavelu to transfer cash 
balance to other cash counters. Since Shri 
Shanmugavelu did not comply with the oral 
instruction of the Manager, by 10.20 AM the Manager 
issued officer order to Shri Shanmugavelu to transfer 
cash balance to other cash counters immediately. 
Shri Shanmugavelu acknowledged the office order 
by writing in the office order book that "I am receiving 
7 lakh of deposit. He (other cashier) must wait till 
then". Finally he transferred the cash balance to other 
cash counters only at 10.35 am after completing the 
counting of the cash of Rs. 7 lakh. 

(c) It is further reported that on 05.05.2007 at around 
11.00 AM, an old lady customer Smt. Pathumakutty 
approached the counter of Shri Shanmugavelu for 
releasing some of her gold ornaments pledged with 
the Bank. She was waiting for her turn for quite some 
time and when she asked him to accept the cash, he 
retorted "Now no convenience for me. Go away for 
other work." The lady then broke out in front of the 
customers on hearing the words." 

11. The enquiry was conducted by the enquiry officer 
without violating the principles of natural justice and after 
affording sufficient opportunity to the workman to adduce 
evidence. During the course of enquiry MWl to MW3 
were examined and Exts. ME-1 to ME-10 were marked from 
the side of the management to prove the charges levelled 
against him. From the side of the workman he got himself 
examined as a witness and produced Exts. DE-1 and DE-2. 
After having a detailed consideration of the evidence the 


enquiry officer found that there is sufficient evidence to 
prove the acts of misconduct and entered into the finding 
that all the charges levelled against the workman were 
proved. Those findings were accepted by the disciplinary 
authority and thereby he was imposed with the penalty of 
'reduction of basic pay by one stage in the scale of pay'. 
The findings of the enquiry officer as well as the penalty 
imposed by the disciplinary authority were upheld by the 
appellate authority. 

12. The enquiry is found to be valid and there is no 
perversity in the findings of the enquiry officer. He had 
entered in to the findings after having a careful analysis of 
the evidence. Except the reinstatement of the workman in 
service pursuant to the order in ID 749/2001 no other 
circumstances is brought to the notice of this tribunal to 
satisfy that it is as a part of victimization the disciplinary 
action was initiated against him which resulted in the 
imposition of penalty. It is not in dispute that the findings 
in the earlier disciplinary proceedings as to the misconducts 
of the workman were not interfered with by the tribunal in 
that case. 

13. As this industrial dispute does not relate to the 
discharge or dismissal Section 11A is not applicable in this 
case. The jurisdiction of the tribunal to interfere with 
disciplinary matters for punishment cannot be equated with 
an appellate jurisdiction and the tribunal cannot interfere 
with the findings of the enquiry officer or competent 
authority where they are not arbitrary or utterly perverse. 
If there has been an enquiry consistent with the rules and 
in accordance with the principles of natural justice what 
punishment would meet the ends of justice is a matter 
exclusively within the jurisdiction of the competent 
authority and if the penalty can be lawfully imposed and is 
imposed on the proved misconduct the tribunal has no 
power to substitute its own discretion for that of the 
authority. 

14. In the decision reported in The General Secretary, 
South Indian Cashew Factories Workers' Union Vs. The 
Managing Director, Kerala State Cashew Development 
Corporation Ltd. & Ors., AIR 2006 SC 2008 it was held that 
if the enquiry was conducted fairly and properly in the 
absence of any allegations of victimization or malafides or 
unfair labour practice the Labour Court has no power to 
interfere with the punishment imposed by the management. 
Therein it was held: 

"if enquiry is fair and proper, in the absence of any 
allegations of victimization or unfair labour practice, 
the Labour Court has no power to interfere with the 
punishment imposed. Section 11A of the Act gives 
ample power to the Labour Court to reappraise the 
evidence adduced in the enquiry and also sit in 
appeal over the decision of the employer in imposing 
punishment. Section 11A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act is only applicable in the case of dismissal or 
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discharge of a workman as clearly mentioned in the 
Section itself - When enquiry was conducted fairly 
and properly, in the absence of any of the allegations 
of victimization or malafides or unfair labour practice, 
Labour Court has no power to interfere with the 
punishment imposed by the management. Since 
Section 11A is not applicable Labour Court has no 
power to re-appraise the evidence to find out whether 
the findings of the enquiry officer are correct or not 
or whether the punishment imposed is adequate or 
not. Of course. Labour Court can interfere with the 
findings if the findings are perverse." 

15. Here in this case there is no reason to hold that the 
finds of the enquiry officer are perverse. The 
acknowledgement in Ext. ME-6 itself is sufficient enough 
to prove that he was disobeying the order of the superior 
officer. There is also the evidence of MWs 1 to 3 coupled 
with documentary evidence to prove the alleged 
misconducts. It cannot in any way be said that it is a case 
of victimization in view of the facts and circumstances in 
the case. 

16. The enquiry officer after analyzing the evidence in 
the enquiry entered into the findings after assigning valid 
reasons. Conclusion reached by the enquiry officer cannot 
be said to be of such a nature as no reasonable person 
would have reached. The enquiry was conducted in a fair 
and proper manner. The findings of the enquiry officer are 
based on evidence and cannot be said to be perverse. 
Hence I do not find any reason to interfere with the findings 
of the enquiry officer which was accepted by the 
disciplinary authority and upheld by the appellate authority. 

17. Point No. (iii);— The penalty imposed by the 
disciplinary authority cannot in any way be said to be 
shockingly disproportionate to the proved misconducts. 
In the decision reported in State of Rajasthan Vs. 
Mohammed Ayub Naz 2006 (1) KLT 581 (SC) it was held; 

"In determining the quantum, role of administrative 
authority is primary and that of Court is secondary, 
confined to see if discretion exercised by the 
administrative authority caused excessive 
infringement of rights. The court/tribunal cannot 
interfere with the findings of fact based on evidence 
and substitute its own independent findings and that 
where findings of disciplinary authority or appellate 
authority are based on some evidence Court/Tribunal 
cannot re-appreciate the evidence and substitute its 
own findings." 

18. There is no reason to interfere with the findings 
against the workman as to the charge levelled against him 
and the imposition of penalty by the disciplinary authority 
which was confirmed by the appellate authority. Hence the 
penalty imposed on the workman does not call for any 
interference by this tribunal. 


19. Point No. (iv):— In the result an award is passed 
holding that the action of the management in imposing the 
penalty of reduction of basic pay by one stage in the scale 
of pay on the workman is legal and justified and hence he 
is not entitled to any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistance, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 16th 
day of April, 2015. 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the union — NIL 

Witness for the management 

MWl 11.06.2013 ShriSatheeshPK. 

Exhibits for the union — NIL 

Exhibits for the management 
Ml — Enquiry file. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INIJDSTRL4LTRIBIJNALCIJM-LABOIJR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

Present: 

Shri D. Sreevallabhan, B.Sc., LL.B., Presiding Officer 

(Friday the 06th day of February, 2015/17th Magha, 
1936) 

ID No. 5/2011 

Union : The General Secretary 

Federal Bank Employees Union 

Central Office 

Aluva 

By Adv. Shri C Anil Kumar 

Managment : The Chairman 

Federal Bank Limted 
Head Office 
Aluva 

By M/s. B S Krishnan Associates 

The case coming up for preliminary hearing on 
22.01.2015 and this Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 
06.02.2015 passed the following: 

PRELIMINARY ORDER 

This is a reference under Section 10(l)(d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). 

2. The dispute referred for adjudication is whether the 
action of the management of Federal Bank Limited imposing 
the penalty of reduction of basic pay by one stage in the 
scale of pay on the workman is legal and justified. 
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3. The workman was an employees of the management 
bank. While he was working as typist-cum-clerk in the 
Chaliyam Branch of the Bank he was issued with a 
chargesheet dated 12.05.2007 for the acts of gross 
misconducts of (a) willful insubordination or disobedience 
of any lawful and reasonable order of the management or 
of a superior; (b) doing any act prejudicial to the interest of 
the bank or gross negligence or negligence involving or 
likely to involve the bank in serious loss and (c) 
misbehaviour towards customers arising out of bank's 
premises as per Bipartite Settlement dated 10.04.2002 on 
Disciplinary Action and Procedure. 

4. He was placed under suspension with immediate 
effect on 12.05.2007 and an enquiry was ordered to be 
conducted as to the charges levelled against him by 
appointing Shri Santheesh P. K, Senior Manager, PIR 
Department. 

5. After conducting enquiry the enquiry officer submitted 
the enquiry report dated 31.05.2008, with the findings that 
the charges are proved, to the disciplinary authority. The 
disciplinary authority accepted the findings of the enquiry 
officer after hearing the workman and imposed the penalty 
of ‘reduction of basic pay by one stage'. Against that 
order the workman preferred an appeal before the appellate 
authority and the appeal was dismissed vide order dated 
10.02.2009 after confirming the order of the disciplinary 
authority. Hence the union raised this industrial dispute 
and the same has resulted in this reference. 

6. Union after appearance before this tribunal filed claim 
statement challenging the validity of the enquiry, 
thefindings of the enquiry officer and the penalty imposed 
on the workman. The validity of the enquiry was challenged 
alleging that the enquiry was conducted by a loyal official 
of the management bank in violation of the principles of 
natural justice. The enquiry was only a farce and the 
findings of the enquiry officer are totally perverse and not 
based on legal evidence. The evidence adduced by the 
workman was not considered by the enquiry officer in the 
right perspective. Crucial documents which would prove 
the innocence of the workman were not produced in the 
enquiry despite of the specific request made by the 
workman. Clerical staff in the branch who were prepared to 
give evidence in favour of the workman was prevented by 
the senior manager and other officers from tendering 
evidence by threatening them as to the dire consequences. 
The enquiry was not fair and is vitiated due to non- 
compliance of principles of natural justice. 

7. In the written statement management would deny the 
allegations in the claim statement challenging the validity 
of the enquiry and the findings of the enquiry officer. It is 
contended that the enquiry officer conducted the 
proceedings as per rules and in accordance with the 


principles of natural justice. The workman was given 
permission to be defended in the enquiry by an advocate. 
The workman was afforded with the opportunity to cross 
examine all the management witnesses. The workman was 
examined as a defence witness and two documents were 
marked. The findings were entered into by the enquiry 
officer after a judicial appraisal of all the evidence adduced 
in the enquiry and also considering the written arguments 
submitted by the workman. The findings of the enquiry 
officer were accepted by the disciplinary authority after 
considering the reply of the workman. The enquiry was 
conducted in an impartial manner affording every 
opportunity to the workman to adduce evidence. The 
workman had participated in the enquiry all throughout 
without any demur and the allegations raised against the 
proceedings of the enquiry are not correct. There is no 
illegality in conducting the enquiry or imposing the 
punishment on him. 

As the validity of the enquiry is under challenge it was 
being heard treating it as a preliminary issue. One witness 
was examined form the side of the management as MW 1 
and the enquiry file was marked as Ext. MI for that purpose. 

9. At this stage it is only to be considered whether the 
enquiry is vitiated due to any bias or non-compliance of 
the principles of natural justice. There are specific 
allegations in the chargesheet dated 12.05.2007 as to the 
misconducts of insubordination, doing act prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank and misbehaviour towards 
customers in the bank's premises. After receipt of the 
detailed reply from the workman enquiry was conducted 
by appointing MW 1 as the enquiry officer. Workman was 
allowed to be represented by an advocate in the enquiry. 
Three witnesses examined from the side of the management 
were allowed to be cross examined by the defence 
representative. The workman was also afforded the 
opportunity to adduce evidence. After considering the 
evidence the enquiry officer found that the charges levelled 
against the workman were proved. There is no reason to 
hold that the findings of the enquiry officer are perverse or 
based on no evidence. 

10. The failure of the management to produce some of 
the documents sought to be produced by the workman is 
the only reason pointed out by the learned counsel for the 
workman to invalidate the enquiry. It is true that some 
documents were not produced by the management as per 
the request of the workman for the reason that those were 
not relevant for the purpose of the enquiry. The enquiry 
officer declined the request of the workman for production 
of those documents since the same were found not very 
material. The non- production of the documents which are 
found to be not relevant by the enquiry officer is not a 
ground for the invalidation of the enquiry. If those 
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documents were relevant for the purpose of the enquiry 
only an adverse inference can be taken while appreciating 
the evidence. As the findings were entered into by the 
enquiry officer after having a detailed discussion of the 
evidence and the same were accepted by the disciplinary 
authority after affording an opportunity for hearing to him, 
the enquiry cannot be held to be vitiated for the mere reason 
of declining the request of the workman for production of 
some documents which were found not relevant for the 
purpose of the enquiry. 

11. There is no reason to invalidate the enquiry 
conduced by MW 1 against the workman. The findings of 
the enquiry officer cannot be held to be perverse. Hence 
the enquiry is found to be valid. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and typed 
by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 06th day of 
February, 2015. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Union NIL 

Witness for the Management 

MWl — 11.06.2013 Shri Satheesh P K 

Exhibit for the Union NIL 

Exhibit for the Managaement 

Ml — Enquiry file 
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[4° 441- 12012/93/2009-34^ 31R(^-I)] 
^^4% 44)dHl, 31^414 3lf445Rt 
New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1051. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 63/2009) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal - cum - Labour Court, No. 1, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Jammu and Kashmir 
Bank Ltd. and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/93/2009 - IR (B-I)] 

SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEEORESHRI SURNDRA PRAKASH SINGH, 
PRESIDNG OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOURCOURT-I, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 63 of2009. Reference No. L-120I2/93/2009- 
IR(B-I) dated 21.01.2010 

Mohd. Abdul Majid Wagey son of Shri Ghulam Rasool 
Wagey, resident of Hilal Abad Sonawari, District Baramula 
(J&K) 

...Workman 

Versus 

1. The Chairman, Jammu & Kashmir Bank Ltd. 
Corporate Headquarters, M.A. Road, Srinagar 
Kashmir. 

2. The Branch Manager, J&K Bank Ltd. Regional 
Engg. Branch, Hazratbal, Srinagar (J&K) 

...Respondents 

Appearances: 

Eor the Workman; ShriP.K. Longia Advocate 
Eor the Mangement: Shri N.K. Zakhmi Adovocate . 

Award Dated: 07.05.2015 

Government of India Ministry of Labour vide notification 
. L-I20I2/93/2009-IR(B-I) dated 21.01.2010 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication; 

Term of Reference: 

"Whether the action of the management of J&K Bank 
Limited in imposing the penalty of discharge of 
services of Shri Abdul Majid Wagay, S/o Shri Ghulam 
Rasool Wagay, w.e.f. 7.11.2005 is justified? If not, 
what relief he is entitled to?" 

3. On receipt of the reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. Parties appeared. Workman filed claim statement is 
which he pleaded that workman applied for the post of 
orderly on 10.12.1987 with the management and workman 
specifically mentioned in the application that he was middle 
pass and could not continue his study further as his parents 
could not finance due to meagre source of income. On his 
application in January 1988 he was appointed with the 
management peon-cum-watchman and vide order dated 
14.10.1988 the workman was permanent appointed as peon- 
cum-watchman and confirmed as such w.e.f. 14.4.1989 on 
completion of probation period. Since then workman was 
performing his duty honestly and diligently. 

3. It is pleased by the workman that there was no 
occasion for him to submit such certificate as he was not 
matric pass as submitted by him in his initial application 
when he was appointed as peon-cum-watchman. He 
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submitted reply to the charge sheet denying the charges 
of producing/submitting any matriculation certificate. 
Management feels dissatisfied and enquiry was ordered. 
Shri Altaf Ahmad Kachkar, Chief Manager was appointed 
as enquiry officer and Shri Gulam Hussan was appointed 
as presenting officer. It is submitted that enquiry was 
conducted in a slip shot manner and without taking into 
consideration the evidence produced during the 
departmental enquiry, gave his enquiry report proving the 
charges against the workman. The equiry officer failed to 
consider the fact that one of the witnesses was the attesting 
officer of the documents and the other one was the writer 
of forwarding letter while forwarding the certificate in 
question to the head office. The enquiry officer failed to 
appreciate that the alleged certificate came into the 
possession of the bank in the year 1995 and the management 
choose to verify the same in the year 2003-204 which is 
highly objectionable. It is further submitted by the workman 
that as per version of the witnesses produced by the 
management during enquiry, the original certificate handed 
over to them hy the workman which was forwarded to the 
head office in the year 1995. But surprisingly the personal 
department writing letter on 19-11-2003 to the branch office 
for obtaining the original certificate which was never 
submitted by the workman. The workman from the very 
beginning submitting that he is middle pass but without 
any record the enquiry officer travelled extra mile to prove 
the charges. It is also the case of the workman that he was 
neither under consideration for any promotion and no such 
communication was ever made, to the workman. It is prayed 
by the workman that the workman made to suffer without 
any fault on his part and he may he reinstated in service 
with full back wages and other consequential benefits. 

4. Management filed written statement in which it is 
submitted by the management that workman submitted a 
document purportedly a matriculation certificate and mark 
sheet EXPT/P-2 on 21-2-95 to Zahur Hussian who was a 
senior functionary of the branch with a request to forward 
the same to personnel department Central Office for 
considering his promotion and on the basis of said request 
the certificate forwarded to the CO Personnel Department 
vide letter Ex. PT/P-1. The said functionary instructed the 
coneerned clerk Mr. Muzaffar Ahmad to prepare the 
forwarding letter and put before Zahur Hussain along with 
the certificate furnished hy the said Adbul Mazid Wagey 
who signed the letter and sent to personnel department 
Central Office, Srinagar vide letter dated 29-4-2004. Personnel 
Department forwarded the same to Joint Secretary 
(verification) Jc&K State Board of School Education Lai 
Mandi Srinagar who returned the verification report vide 
letter dated 15-7-2004 with the report ‘fake and fraud’. On 
the basis of said verification report, the disciplinary 
proceedings were started against the workman which led 
the passing of the order of discharge since the said action 
constituted to be a grave misconduct in terms of Bipartite 
Settlement para 5(m) which is reproduce below:— 


5. By the expresion gross misconduct shall be meant 
any of the following acts of omission on the part of an 
employee:— 

(m) Knowingly making a false statement in any 
document pertaining to or in connection with his 
employment in the Bank. 

6. An employee found guilty of gross misconduct may 

(a) be dismissed without notice or 

(b) have his misconduct condoned and be merely 
discharged. 

5. In written statement it is further submitted that 
management has acted with due diligence, caution and 
restraint while imposing the punishment of discharge under 
clause (g) instead of dismissal under clause (a) taking a 
lenient view. It was also averred in written statement that 
filing a forge documents with the bank expecting to seek 
promotion on that basis is a most unwated tendency 
amongst the staff and until and unless the management 
deals with the same with an iron hand, otherwise the process 
of promotion is bound to be polluted and many deserving 
candidates bound to be adversely effected leading to 
Industrial unrest. The workman held to be guilty of forging 
and submitting the forge document to the management for 
promotion to the next cadre. The inquiry was conducted in 
a fare impartial and lawful manner. Workman cross examined 
the management's witnesses Zahur Ahmad as well as 
Muzaffar Ahmad in departmental enquiry. At no stage the 
workman expressed any feeling of enmity in between him 
and aforesaid witnesses. The punishment of discharge his 
commensurate with the misconduct. 

6. The charge sheet dated 11-08-2004 was issued to the 
workman containg the following charges:— 

"Article-I 

That you, Mr. Abdul Mazid Wagay (7870) Peon-cum- 
Watchman were appointed in the services of the bank vide 
order no. Per/Estt/88-7925 dt. 14-10-1988 and at the time of 
appointment, your educational qualification was middle 
pass. Subsequently you submitted a matriculation 
qualification certificate bearing S.No. M 142884 dt. 
31-10-1990 purportedly issued by the Chairman, The J & K 
State Board of School Education, Srinagar, under the 
covering letter of B/0: Sumbal bearing no. SBL/95-738 dt. 
21.2.1995, claiming to have passed the matriculation 
examination held in Oct-Nov. 1989 under Roll No. 333232. 

The said matriculation certificate submitted by you after 
verification by the J & K State Board of School Education, 
Srinagar has been detected by them as absolutely fake and 
fraud and communication to this effect has been sent vide 
their letter no. F(JS-VER) B/KD/RV-269 dt. 15-7-2004. 

Therefore it is, obvious that in order to further your 
interests, you have acted deceitfully and dishonestly by 
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submitting a fake certificate, This amounts to cheating the 
institution that provides you bread and butter. 

You are thus charge sheeted for the following acts of 
omission and commission; 

(i) Knowingly making a false statement in connection 
with his employment in the bank. 

Amounting to 'gross misconduct' in terms of Clause 5 
(m) of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10-4-2002." 

7. So far the issue of fairness of enquiry is concerned, 
this issue has already been decided by learned predecessor 
vide order dated 22-10-2010. The relevant part of order 
mentioned above is as under:- 

"Both of the contents, meaning thereby, procedural 
lapses and compliance of principle of natural justice 
have been conceded by learned counsel for the 
workman in presence of the workman. Meaning 
thereby, there was no procedural lapse while 
conducting the departmental proceedings. It is 
contended by the workman that opportunity of 
personal hearing was not afforded by the appellate 
authority. The affects for non-providing the 
opportunity of personal hearing by the appellate 
authority shall remain open for the workman to 
adjudicate in future proceedings." 

8. It is further held in the order as under:- 

"Thus, as Presiding Officer of the Tribunal, it is my 
duty to afford the opportunity for adducing evidence 
to the parties on the following two issues:- 

1. Perversity, if any, in decision making of the enquiry 
officer and the disciplinary authority:- 

2. On quantum of punishment. 

The affects of non-affording the opportunity of 
personal hearing by the appellate authority shall also 
remain open to adjudicate for the workman." 

9. On the issue of perversity workman examined himself 
as WW1 in evidence. On the other hand management on 
both issues examined MW 1 Fida Hussain Shah. So far the 
contention of the workman regarding personal hearing is 
concerned, the statement of the workman recorded in this 
Tribunal is very significant. He admitted in his statement 
that 'I had personally requested the disciplinary authority 
only once for right to hearing.' On a question whether he 
requested the disciplinary authority in person for right to 
hearing on the date fixed in the case. In answer the workman 
after 45 second replied that he does not know whether the 
case was fixed for hearing on that date. Workman also 
stated that 'No dates were fixed by the disciplinary authority 
in my case. I received the notice to appear before the 
disciplinary authority. I personally appeared before the 
disciplinary authority after receiving notice. I have informed 


the disciplinary authority my view point. Thereafter no 
date was fixed. I have stated every thing to the disciplinary 
authority and I do not want to say in addition and new 
before this Tribunal. 

10. Management's witness MWl Fida Hussain Shah 
stated before this Tribunal during evidence in cross- 
examination that 'Workman was not due for his promotion. 
If any peon pass 10th standard even during his service he 
is eligible for internal process for promotion. At present I 
have no notification which envisages the internal process 
of promotion on passing 10th standard. Whenever an 
employee who has passed any educational qualification 
during his service wants to get his qualification mentioned 
in his service book he may applied for the same to the head 
office for up gradation of record. I do not know whether 
any application for up gradation of record was given by 
the workman or not but workman got forwarded 
matriculation certificate through proper channel to the 
Central Office for up gradation of record. Letter dated 
21-02-95 annexed in enquiry file has been attested by me. 
Its original not before me at present. This letter has been 
forwarded by manager branch Sumbal. This letter does not 
contain the signatures of the workman. I do not remember 
whether workman applied for up gradation of record on 
the basis of matric qualification. Had the workman applied 
with the upgrade qualification he would have been given 
promotional post and other benefits. Workman submitted 
his matriculation certificate on 21-02-95. This certificate 
got verified in the year 2004 when the vacancies arises.' 
This witness MWI voluntarily stated in cross-examination 
that employee can get his service record up gradation the 
basis of qualification at any time. This witness also stated 
that there was sufficient evidence to hold that certificate 
was forget. 

11. Taking into consideration the above facts and 
circumstances and evidence of the parties on the point of 
perversity and quantum of punishment, as the domestic 
enquiry has already been held to be fair and proper vide 
this Tribunal order dated 22.10.2010, the issue of providing 
personal hearing to the workman is also clear from the 
evidence of the workman recorded in this tribunal in which 
it is clear that the workman was afforded personal hearing 
also. On the point of perversity and quantum of punishment, 
it is not disputed that it was the workman only who can be 
benefited by fake and forged certificate. There was no 
occasion for any body else to prepare, forged the 
matriculation certificate. It was only in 2004, this certificate 
was got verified and found to be fake and forged. Therefore, 
no perversity is found and workman is also not entitled to 
any relief on the point of punishment as the punishment is 
commensurate to the misconduct of the workman. 

12. The learned counsel for the workman in written 
arguments relied on the case laws 2014(1) SCT 28 Revinder 
Pal Singh Vs. State of Punjab & others, 2009 (1) SCT 768 
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Talbros Automotive Components Ltd. lA. Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-I, Faridabad and 
another, 2012(3) SCT 742 Delhi Transport Corporation Vs. 
Shyam Singh, and 1995(3) PER 603 Municipal Corporation 
Amritsar Vs. Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Amritsar and 
another. The facts and circumstances are different from the 
facts and circumstances of the case in hand, therefore, 
these case laws are not applicable in the case in hand. 


1. The Divisional Railway Manager, Northern Railway, 
Ambala Division, Ambala (Haryana). 

...Respondent 

Appearances: 

For the Workman : None 

For the Management : ShriN.K.Zakhmi Advocate. 


13. Considering the facts and circumstances of the case 
and on the basis of above findings, the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. 

14. The reference is disposed off accordingly. Central 
Govt, be informed. Soft as well as hard copy be sent to the 
Central Govt, for publication. 

Chandigarh 

07.05.2015 

S. P. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1052. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 119/2013) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 1, Chandigirh 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Northern Railway and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-41012/34/2013-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRISURENDRA PRAKASH SINGH, 
PRESIDINGOFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-I 
CHANDIGARH 


Award Dated: 27.4.2015 

Government of India Ministry of Labour vide notification 
L-41012/34/2013-IR(B-I) dated 30.10.2013 has referred the 
following disput to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

Term of Reference: 

"Whether the action of the management of Northern 
Railway, Ambala division, Ambala (Haryana) for not 
given the benefits of Mason Pay fixation w.e.f. 
14.06.1979 onwards as per the order of Labour Court 
Bhatinda (Lok Adalat) dated 29.8.1992 as well as 
MACP (6th pay Commission) in the pay grade pay 
of Rs. 4200/- is just, valid and legal? If not, to what 
benefits the workman entitled for and what directions 
are necessary in the matter?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were issued to the 
parties. Earlier the parties were appearing. Workman filed 
the statement of claim to which the management filed 
written statement. 

3. The case was adjourned for filing the affidavit in 
evidence by the workman. The workman attending hearing 
and did not file any affidavit in evidence. For the last about 
four hearing the case was adjourned time and again for 
filing of affidavit in evidence by the workman. None is 
appearing on behalf of the workman from the several dates. 
It appears the workman is not interested to pursue the 
present reference. As the workman is not appearing, 
therefore, no purpose would be served in keeping the case 
pending. In view of the above, the present reference is 
returned to the Central Govt, for want of prosecution. 

4. The reference is disposed off accordingly. Central 
Govt, be informed. Soft as well as hard copy be sent to the 
Central Govt, for publication. 

Chandigarh 

27.04.2015 


S. P. SINGH, Presiding Officer 


Case No. ID 119 of 2013 Reference No. L-41012/34/2013- 
IR(B-I) dated 30.10.2013. Shri Mithu Singh son of Shri 
Barathi, resident of S AS Nagar, Gali No. 1, House No. 28773, 
Pratap Nagar, B hatinda-151001 (Punj ab) 

...Workman 


14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1053. —In pursance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1/2014) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of Integral Coach Factory and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-41012/42/2013-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 23rd April, 2015 

Present: 

K. P. PRASANNAKUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 1/2014 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14of 1947), between the 
Management of Integral Coach Factory, Chennai and their 
workman) 

BETWEEN 

Shri Abhishek Kumar Thakur: 1st Party/Petitioner 
AND 

The General Manager : 2nd Party/Respondent 

Integral Coach Factory 
Southern Railway 
Chennai-600003 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Sri R. Lawrence, 

Advocate 

For the 2nd Party/Respondent : M/s P. Srinivasan, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-41012/42/2013-IR (B.I) 
dated 11-12-2013 refemed the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 


The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

"Whether the action of the Management of ICF, 
Chennai regarding termination of service of Abhishek 
Kumar Thakur, Lascar is justified or not? To what 
relief the workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has 
numbered it as ID I/20I4 and notice was issued to both 
sides. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
counsel and filed claim and counter statement respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the 
petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner has entered service under the Southern 
Railway as Lascar on 21.08.2007. He was transferred to ICF 
in June 2009 and he was posted as Lascar in Chief 
Engineer's Bungalow. The petitioner was charge sheeted 
for unauthorized absence for 69 days from 16.12.2010 to 
22.02.2011. An enquiry was conducted. Based on the report 
of enquiry the petitioner was removed from service by order 
dated 07.10.2011. The order of the Disciplinary Authority 
is illegal. At the relevant time, the petitioner was having 
fever. The Chief Engineer had sent the petitioner to 
Lucknow to fetch his mother from Lucknow. On 15.12.2010 
the petitioner had come back with high fever. He had 
requested for leave and he was granted leave from 
15.12.2010to 19.12.2010. The petitioner had gone for work 
on 20.10.2010 but he was not allowed to enter the bungalow 
of the Chief Engineer or do any work. The petitioner had 
filed revision petition against the order of removal from 
service but this was dismissed. The enquiry against the 
petitioner was not conducted in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice. An order may be passed 
directing the Respondent to reinstate the petitioner in 
service with back wages, continuity of service and other 
benefits. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as below: 

The enquiry against the petitioner was conducted in 
compliance with the procedure and in accordance with the 
principles of natural justice. At the time of removal from 
service the petitioner has been working as Lascar attached 
to Rajendra Prasad, Chief Engineer of ICF. Based on the 
complaint given by Rajendra Prasad, disciplinary action 
was initiated against the petitioner for his unauthorized 
absence from duty for 69 days continuously from 16.12.2010 
to 22.02.2011. The petitioner has submitted his written 
statement of defence and copies of documents relied upon 
by the Management was sent to him as requested by him. 
The petitioner has defended his case through a Defence 
Helper. The Enquiry Officer has entered a report finding 
that the charge against the petitioner is proved. Based on 
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the report of the enquiry the penalty of removal from service 
was imposed on the petitioner w.e.f. 07.10.20II. Absence 
from duty for a long period is a grave misconduct and is 
indicative of negligence and lack of interest in duty. The 
petitioner is not entitled to the relief claimed. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of documents 
marked as Ext. W1 to Ext. W15 and Ext. Mlto Ext. MIO. No 
oral evidence was adduced on either side. 

6. In the claim Statement the petitioner has raised a 
contention that the conduct of domestic enquiry was not 
in accordance with the principles of natural justice. This 
was heard as a Preliminary Issue and this Tribunal has 
entered a finding that the enquiry was conducted in a fair 
and proper manner. So what remains to be considered is 
the case on merits only. 

7. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the Respondent is justified in terminating 
the service of the the petitioner? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the petitioner is 
entitled? 

The Points 

8. The petitioner had entered service of the Southern 
Railway on 24.08.2007 as Substitute Bungalow Lascar. 
Disciplinary proceedings had been initiated against him 
for his alleged unauthorized absence for 69 days from 
16.12.2010 to 22.02.2011. The proceedings had been initiated 
on the basis of the report given by the Chief Engineer that 
the petitioner has been unauthorizedly absent during the 
period in question. After departmental enquiry the petitioner 
was removed from serivce. In the Claim Statement the 
peitioner has taken the stand that he has availed leave for 
few days on account of fever and thereafter he had report 
for work but he was not allowed to join duty. He has got a 
further case that he was all along undergoing treatment for 
fever. Thus he has tried to advance a case that his absence 
was for valid reasons. 

9. The charge against the petitioner states that while 
working as Sub-Bungalow Lascar to Chief Engineer in the 
ICE he has committed the misconduct of unauthorizedly 
absenting from duty for 69 days continuously from 
16.12.2010 to 22.02.2011 and has failed to maintain devotion 
to duty and thereby violated rule 3(1) (II) of Railway 
Services (Conduct) Rules, 1966. 

10. Ex.W4 is the explanation given by the petitioner to 
the Charge Sheet dated 26.02.2011, on 07.03.2011. He had 
stated in this that he was having fever from 02.10.2011 
itself and he had taken treatment from a Private Doctor at 
Nungambakkam. He had gone again to the Doctor on 10th 
According to him on 10th he was feeling too unwell and 


had asked for permission for rest and to approach the 
Doctor and this was given. It was after this he had gone to 
the Doctor. On the same day he is said to have been 
contacted by his Officer and instructed to bring his mother 
at Lucknow to Chennai. He had gone to Lucknow and had 
come back on 15th. His fever continued and he had asked 
for leave for a few days and this was allowed. He availed 
leave upto 19th and went for work on 20th, but he was not 
allowed to enter the Bungalow of the Chief Engineer. He is 
said to have taken treatment from ICE hospital after that as 
his fever subsisted. 

11. The report of Rajendra Prasad, the Chief Engineer 
given on 19.02.2011 (Page-31 of the typed set of the 
petitioner) states that the Lascar attached to him is 
unauthorizedly absent continuously from 16.12.2010 to 
19.02.2011 and continued to be on unauthorized absence. 
It is also stated that he was absent without intimation and 
without prior sanction of leave. The Chief Engineer has 
been examined as PWl in the disciplinary proceedings. He 
has maintained his stand that the petitioner was 
unauthorizedly absent for the period in question. The copy 
of the Muster Roll which is being maintained at the 
Bungalow of the Chief Engineer exclusively for the Lascar 
was produced in the disciplinary proceedings and is 
available for perusal. The petitioner is recorded as absent 
for the days in question. It has come out during cross- 
examination of the Chief Engineer that the petitioner had 
been to Lucknow to bring his mother to Chennai. A copy of 
the railway ticket for travelling from Lucknow to Chennai 
(Page-57 of the typed set) would show that the petitioner 
came back on the morning of 15.12.2010. The evidence 
given by PW2 is only to state that he had initiated 
proceedings based on the report given by PW1 regarding 
the unauthorized absence of the petitioner. 

12. The petitioner has produced two prescriptions one 
from a General Practitioner at Nungambakkam and another 
issued by the ICE Hospital. Though there is no date in the 
first one (Page-52 of the typed set). In the latter one the 
petitioner seems to have been to ICE Hospital complaining 
of fever on 23.12.2010 and again on 31.12.2010. Some 
medicines are seen prescribed. These documents are of a 
time when no action has been proposed up against the 
petitioner. In the explanation to the Charge Sheet itself the 
petitioner has stated that he was continuously suffering 
from fever. As seen from explanation, since the Railway 
Hospital was some distance away he was asked to approach 
private doctor nearby and this is said to be reason for 
going to the private doctor first. There seems to be some 
basis in the case of the petitioner that he was ill and this 
was the reason for his absence for some days. When the 
petitioner was questioned by the Enquiry Officer he has 
stated that Chief Engineer's spouse did not allow him to go 
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to the Railway Hospital as it would take more than an hour 
to go and come back. He has further stated that on 

24.12.2010 he had gone to the Bungalow was requested for 
leave but this was turned down by the Chief Engineer. He 
has also referred to the removal of the Laskar who worked 
with the Chief Engineer prior to him, for the same reason. 
That removal was challenged and reinstatement was 
ordered as seen from Ext.W2. Again he has stated that 
subsequently also he was not able to take treatment from 
ICE Hospital as his wife was pregnant and the Hospital 
was far away from the residence. 

13. The Disciplinary Authority does not seem to have 
considered the question whether the absence of the 
petitioner was on account of any valid reason. As could be 
seen the petitioner has been trying to justify his case 
through out in his explanation and during his examination 
in the enquiry proceedings stating that the was ill and for 
other reasons also he was not able to do the work. If a 
person is to be turned out from service for unauthorized 
absence it is not enough that the Management proves that 
he was absent but it should also be shown that the absence 
was without any valid reason. 

14. On going through Ext.MS one could find that the 
Chief Engineer has been ratifying the leave of the petitioner 
as leave without pay through letter frequently addressed 
to the Bill Section. Ext.MS is the advise rendered by the 
Railway Rates Tribunal in the revision petition filled by the 
petitioner against the order of removal. As seen from this 
the Chief Engineer had addressed to APO (Bills) of ICE on 
24.12.2010,05.01.2011,19.01.2011 and 15.02.2011 to ratify 
the absence for the period from 16.12.2010 to 24.12.2010, 

16.12.2010 top 05.01.2011,16.12.2010 to 19.01.2011 and 

16.12.2010 to 15.02.2011 respectively. As seen from the order 
giving advise the period from 06.12.2010 to 09.12.2010 and 

16.12.2010 to 30.06.2011 also were ratified by the Chief 
Engineer. The Tribunal has stated that since the leave was 
ratified as leave without pay, the charge itself is not 
sustainable. The General Manager, the revising authority 
has not considered this advise as seen from his order 
attached to Ext.M5. The stand of the Management is that 
the order of the Railway Rates Tribunal is only advisory in 
nature. It is also their case that ratification of the leave as 
leave without pay is only to keep the records straight and 
this will not absolve the petitioner of his guilt. Whatever is 
this, the fact remains that the Chief engineer was throughout 
on intermittent days requested the Billing Section to treat 
the absence as leave without pay. 

15. Even assuming that the absence of the petitioner 
was unauthorized, the punishment imposed on him is not 
in proportion to the misconduct attributed to him. It would 
have been sufficient if some other penalties were imposed 
on him retaining him in the post. Now the petitioner is out 


of service for more than 4 years and he is sufficiently 
penalized. The petitioner is entitled to reinstatement in 
service. 

The Respondent is directed to reinstate the 
petitioner in service with 50% back wages, continuity of 
service and other attendant benefits. If back wages is not 
paid within a month of the award, the amount will carry 
interest @ 9% per annum. 

An award is passed accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 23rd April, 2015) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1 St Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2st Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner's side 


ExJVo. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Wl 

24.08.2007 

Appointment Order 

Ex.W2 

15.11.2010 

Similar case award by Tribunal 

Ex.W3 

26.02.2011 

Charge Sheet 

Ex.W4 

07.03.2011 

Reply 

Ex.W5 

29.04.2011 

Enquiry Proceedings 

Ex.W6 

05.08.2011 

Enquiry findings and 
documents filed in enquiry 

Ex.W7 

17.08.2011 

Second Show Cause Notice 

Ex.W8 

15.09.2011 

Reply 

Ex.W9 

27.09.2011 

Additional Reply 

EX.W10 

07.10.2011 

Final order of removal by APO 

EX.W11 

23.11.2011 

Appeal 

EX.W12 

09.11.2012 

Appeal disposed by Dy. CE 
(Appeal) 

EX.W13 

23.02.2012 

Revision Petition 

EX.W14 

29.06.2012 

Revision Rejection order by 
GM(ICF) 

EX.W15 

29.08.2013 

Conciliation failure report 

On the Management's side 

ExJVo. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

15.06.2009 

Copy of the Office Order 
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Ex. M2 

26.02.2011 

Copy of the Memorandum 

Ex. M3 


Copy of the Rule-9 of Railway 
Servants (disciplinary and 
Appeal) 1968 

Ex.M4 

09.01.2012 

Copy of the letter 

Ex.M5 

27.04.2012 

Copy of the letter 

Ex.M6 

12.03.2011 

Copy of the letter 

Ex.M7 

09.05.2001 

Iq<r<nT 

Copy of the Railway Board's 
letter 

, 14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1054. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby published the Award (Ref. 45/2014) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown 
in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between the 
management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/26/2014-IR (B-I)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 29th April, 2015 

Present: 

K.P PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 45/2014 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workman) 


BETWEEN 

Sri V. Chandiran : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief General Manager : 2nd Party/Respondent 
State Bank of India 
Local Head Office 
College Road, 

Chennai-600006 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : Sri M. Baskaran, N. 

Deepanandh, 

Advocates 

For the 2nd Party/Respondent : M/s T.S. Gopalan & 

Co., Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-12012/26/2014-IR (B-I) 
dated 29.05.2014 referred the following industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

"Whether the action of the Management of State of 
Bank of India, Chennai regarding non-absorption 
of the petitioner Sri V. Chandiran is justified or not? 
If not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has 
numbered it as ID 45/2014 and issued notices to both sides. 
Both sides have entered appearance through their counsel 
and have filed their claim and counter statement 
respectively. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by the 
petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner was first engaged by the Respondent as 
Substitute Messenger/Watchman from the year 1979. Since 
then he was working as such continuously with usual break. 
The petitioner had worked in the Respondent institution 
for 461 days altogether. He had worked for more than 340 
days in the NRI Branch of the Respondent during the year 
1995-1997. There was an agreement on 17.11.1987 between 
the Management and employees. A petition was filed by 
the temporary messengers before the Supreme Court on 
the basis of this agreement. As per the agreement temporary 
messengers who have been sponsored by Employment 
Exchange were recruited as messengers against regular 
time-scale of pay. By agreement dated 17.10.1989 the 
management took steps to regularize the casual labourers 
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also. The name of the petitioner is also included in the list 
of candidates interviewed pursuant to the Direction given 
by the High Court in a Writ Petition field by the Union. He 
is assigned the S. No. 716 in the list of persons interviewed. 
So he is also entitled to be absorbed in the regular vacancies 
alongwith other employees whose names are found in the 
list. The petitioner had approached the Respondent 
requesting to absorb him in the regular vacancy. His request 
was turned down by the Respondent. The petitioner filed a 
Writ Petition before the High Court after this. This Writ 
Petition was dismissed with a direction to raise the issue 
before the appropriate forum. The Industrial Dispute is 
raised accordingly. An order may be passed directing the 
Respondent to appoint the petitioner as Messenger in 
accordance with the list for absorption of Temporary 
Messengers published by the Respondent. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows: 

The claim of the petitioner is that he was last engaged in 
March 1997. He had acquiesced to the cessation of his 
engagement as a temporary messenger and was pursuing 
his claim for absorption and regularization in terms of the 
settlements. The present dispute raised in 2011 should not 
be entertained on the ground of delay and laches. The 
issue referred for adjudication is not about termination of 
employment. So the dispute raised by the petitioner in his 
individual capacity is not maintainable. Certain settlements 
were entered between the Respondent and All India State 
Bank of India Staff Federation regarding permanent 
absorption of temporary employees in the service of the 
Bank. The last settlement in this respect was made on 
30.07.1996. The petitioner was one of the Temporary 
Messengers engaged by the Nanganallur Branch and the 
Air Cargo complex Branch, Meenambakkam. He was also 
empanelled for absorption and regularization and his name 
appeared as S.No. 716 in the list. Out of the waitlisted 
categories, candidates upto 357 were absorbed in the 
vacancies that arose upto 31.12.1994 before the list lapsed 
on 31.03.1997. With the lapse the engagement of all the 
candidates in the panel also ceased. The claim of the 
Temporary Messengers whose names are included in the 
list is pending in a matter before the Supreme Court. The 
petitioner cannot make any claim beyond the scope of the 
settlements entered into between the Respondent and the 
Staff Federation. In any case, the issue cannot be canvassed 
before this Court as it is beyond the purview of Section-2A 
of the ID Act. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence 
of WW1 and documents marked as Ext. W1 to Ext. W13 
and Ex. Ml to Ext. M8. 


6. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the Respondent is justified in not 
absorbing the petitioner in service. 

(ii) What if any is the relief to which the petitioner is 
entitled? 

The Points 

7. The claim of the petitioner is that he had worked as 
Temporary messenger with the Respondent Bank for a total 
number of 461 days, that his name was also included in the 
panel of Temporary Messengers prepared for absorption 
in the Bank and he is entitled to absorption in the regular 
service of the Bank. 

8. In the Counter Statement the Respondent has raised 
a contention that the dispute having been raised by the 
petitioner in his individual capacity, it is not maintainable. 
Before going into the merits of the case this contention 
raised by the Respondent is to be examined. 

9. Under Section-2A of the ID Act a dispute raised by an 
individual workman shall be deemed to be an industrial 
dispute notwithstanding that no other workman or any 
union of workman is a party to the dispute if the employer 
has discharged, dismissed or retrenched or otherwise 
terminated the service of the individual workman and 
dispute or difference is between the Workman and his 
Employer and is connected with or arising out of such 
discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or termination. 

10. In the present case the petitioner has raised the 
dispute in his individual capacity. He is not supported by 
any union or any group of workmen in his cause. His 
grievance is not that he was discharged, dismissed, 
retrenched or otherwise terminated from service by the 
Respondent. On the other hand his case is that his name 
also appears in the panel for absorption prepared by the 
Respondent and therefore he is entitled to be absorbed in 
the service of the Respondent. The petitioner is not seeking 
reinstatement in service on the ground that he was illegally 
discharged, dismissed, retrenched or terminated from 
service. In fact he has not questioned his cessation of 
engagement as a Temporary Messenger in the year 1997. 
In that case the dispute would come under Section-2K of 
the ID Act in which case the petitioner could not raise the 
dispute in his individual capacity. So, as contended by the 
Respondent the dispute raised by the petitioner in his 
individual capacity is not maintainable. Eor this reason 
itself the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

11. Even on merits the petitioner is not entitled to any 
relief. The case of the petitioner is that his name also 
appears in the panel of Temporary Messengers for 
absorption prepared by the Respondent and therefore he 







2280 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


is entitled to be absorbed. It is not disputed by the 
Respondent that the petitioner's name also appears in the 
list. The petitioner has produced Ext. WI to Ext. W5, the 
certificates issued by different Officers of the Respondent 
which would show that he had worked intermittently with 
the Respondent as Messenger. As seen from Ext. W5 his 
last engagement was in the Year 1997. Ext. M8 is the list 
containing the names of Temporary Messengers for 
absorption. However, it is not that all the persons named in 
the list are to be absorbed as a must. The temporary 
employees were classified into A, B & C depending on the 
duration of their service. As per the last settlement dated 
30.07.1996 between the Staff Federation and the 
Respondent the vacancies that will be arising before 
31.03.1997 were to be filled up from the panel of employees. 
However, the Respondent had absorbed only 357 persons 
from the panel before the panel lapsed on 31.03.1997. 

12. The petitioner has been claiming absorption based 
on the different settlements and because his name figured 
in the panel. However as per the settlement itself vacancies 
upto 31.03.1997 only could have been filled-up from the 
panel. So, as per the very settlements on the basis of which 
the petitioner is claiming absorption, he is not entitled to 
absorption. As seen from the Counter Statement of the 
Respondent the claim of the Temporary Messengers whose 
names lapsed on 31.03.1997 is pending before the Supreme 
Court also. For this reason also the petitioner will not be 
entitled to any relief. 

In the result, the reference is answered against the 
petitioner. An award is passed accordingly. 

(Dictated to the RA., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 29th April, 2015) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner WW1, Sri V. 

Chandiran 

For the 2nd Party/Management : MWl, Sri R. 

Christopher 

Devavaram 


Documents Marked: 

On the petitioner's side 

Ex. No. Date 

Ex.Wl 02.08.1988 

Ex.W2 10.08.1988 

Ex.W3 26.08.1991 


Description 

Certificate from the 2nd Party 
Certificate from the 2nd Party 
Certificate from the 2nd Party 


Ex.W4 

13.03.1995 

Certificate from the 2nd Party 

Ex.W5 

13.05.1998 

Certificate from the 2nd Party 

Ex.W6 

14.03.1992 

Selection list published by 2nd 
Party 

Ex.W7 

12.01.2009 

Order in WP No. 24685/2003 

and batch 

Ex.W8 

08.07.2009 

Lawyer's notice to 2nd Party 

Ex.W9 

01.10.2009 

Acknowledgment Card 

EX.W10 

25.02.2010 

Further representation by 1st 
Party 

EX.W11 

- 

Acknowledgement 

EX.W12 

08.04.2011 

Claim Petition filed before the 

Conciliation Officer 

EX.W13 

01.01.2013 

Reply by 2nd Party 

On the Management's side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

17.11.1987 

Settlement 

Ex. M2 

16.07.1988 

Settlement 

Ex. M3 

27.10.1988 

Settlement 

Ex.M4 

09.01.1991 

Settlement 

Ex.M5 

09.06.1995 

Settlement 

Ex.M6 

30.07.1996 

Settlement 

Ex.M7 

07.11.1984 

Circular No. PER-IR-CIR-161 
from Central Office, Bombay- 
Subordinate Staff Guidelines 
issued for engagement of 
temporary employees—and 
for creation of such a list 

Ex.M8 

05.02.1992 

Staff: Subordinates absorption 
of temporary messengers 
bipartite agreements dated 
17.11.1987, 27.10.1988 and 

09.01.1991 candidates found 
suitable for permanent 
absorption in the bank against 
vacancies arising till December 
1994-Madras. 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1055. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 87/2013) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of Southern Railway and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-41012/21/2013-IR(B-I)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
C HEN NAI 

Thursday, the 30th April, 2015 

Present: 

K.P. PRASANNAKUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 87/2013 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Southern Railway Employees Cooperative 
Credit Society Ltd. and their workman) 

BEHMEEN 

Sri T. Thandesan : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Managing Director : 2nd Party/Respondent 

Southern Railway 
Employees Cooperative Credit 
Society Ltd. 

No. 1, Dindigul Road, Rail Coop. Mansion 
Post Box No. 9 
Trichirappalli-620001 

Appearance: 

Eor the 1 St Party/Petitioner : M/s. N. Balakrishnan, 

Advocates 

Eor the 2nd Party/Respondent : M/s. T.S. Gopalan & 

Co., Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-41012/21/2013-IR (B.I) 
dated 27.09.2013 referred the following Industrial Dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is: 

"Whether the action of the management of Southern 
Railway Employees' Co-operative Credit Society 
operating under Divisional Railway Manager/Trichy, 
in dismissing Sri S. Thandesan is legal and justified? 
To what relief the concerned workmen is entitled? 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this Tribunal has 
numbered it as ID 87/2013 and issued notice to both sides. 
The petitioner and the respondent has appeared through 
their respective counsel and filed their Claim and Counter 
Statement respectively. The petitioner has filed in reply to 
the Counter Statement. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement in brief are 
these: 

The petitioner has been appointed by the Respondent 
as Junior Clerk in 1985. He was later promoted as Senior 
Clerk, Head Clerk and Accounts Assistant. In 2009 he was 
reverted as Junior Accounts Assistant on false charges. 
The Assistant Secretary who was later promoted as 
Managing Director started ill-treating the petitioner on 
account of his Trade Union activities. Vindictive 
disciplinary action was initiated against the petitioner in 
the year 2000 and he was reverted to the post of Junior 
Accounts Assistant. The petitioner was transferred to 
Coimbatore vindictively w.e.f. 19.09.2003. After four months 
he was transferred to Trivandrum. While at Trivandrum his 
punishment of reversion was set aside. The petitioner was 
again transferred to Trichy on 22.11.2006 on his sustained 
plea. But he was again transferred to Coimbatore on 
16.09.2008. Before transfer to Coimbatore he was not allowed 
to work in one seat by transferring him from Loco-I Section 
to Engineering-IV Section and from there again to Loco-I 
Section, all within a period of 11 months. While at 
Coimbatore the petitioner was issued a charge sheet dated 
07.10.2008 containing false allegations. The petitioner has 
submitted explanation denying the charges. The petitioner 
was not given opportunity to peruse the relevant records. 
Without considering the explanation of the petitioner an 
additional memo was issued on 09.06.2009 alleging that he 
has divulged official matters to others. The petitioner was 
not shown any registers or records connected with and 
relevant to the allegations in the first charge memo except 
the loan ledger. The petitioner was not served with the list 
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of documents relied on by the Management also. An 
enquiry was conducted against the petitioner against the 
principles of natural justice. After farce of an enquiry the 
Enquiry Officer Submitted report against the petitioner and 
the disciplinary sub-committee issued an order removing 
the petitioner from service w.e.f. 26.08.2010. The appeal 
submitted by the petitioner was dismissed. The Board has 
modified the order of removal to order of dismissal. The 
order of dismissal is without any basis. The petitioner is 
entitled to be reinstated in service with continuity of service, 
back wages and all other attendant benefits. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as follows: 

The object of the Respondent Society is to raise funds, 
lend money to its members at interest with security, invest 
the surplus money in funds, encourage thrift, self-help and 
cooperation among the members. The members of the 
Society consists of the employees of Southern Railway 
covering the staffs of Tamil Nadu, Kerala, Puducherry and 
part of Karnataka. Once an employee is admitted to the 
membership of the Respondent Society, a fixed percentage 
of his basis salary is deducted every month towards 
Compulsory Monthly Thrift Deposit. When a member 
applies for loan, he should procure security by means of 
two sureties from co-employees. The employees of the 
Respondent attend to the work relating to processing of 
loan application, arranging for sanction of loan and also 
monitor the recovery of loans. The Respondent has issued 
office orders specifying how the issue of non-recovery of 
loans should he dealt with. The petitioner had joined the 
Society as Junior Clerk in 1985. In 1993 he was subjected to 
disciplinary action and was demoted Earlier his increment 
was withheld for one year without cumulative effect for 
leaving his place of work without permission. On 23.01.2009 
he was reverted as Junior Accounts Assistant for 
unauthorized absence. On his representation, the 
punishment was rescinded and he was restored to the 
position of Senior Clerk. In the year 2000 he was 
reprimanded for misbehaving with a Chief Executive. The 
petitioner was by nature negligent in the discharge of his 
work. He was defiant to his superiors also. The Respondent 
used to issue Office Order periodically on matters pertaining 
to collection of overdue arrears. Between 23.11.2006 and 
August 2008 the petitioner was assigned the work of 
monitoring of Ledger Folio of 500 members of Loco-I 
Section. In the middle of September, 2008 a Senior Section 
Officer under whom the petitioner was working made a 
complaint of neglect of duties on the part of the petitioner 
in respect of 19 instances. In the case of Joseph Regina, 
the petitioner had failed to take action by sending revised 


Debit Statement to the pay-bill preparing authority. He failed 
to send letters to the concerned member and the sureties 
also. In the case of Gopi who left service under VRS the 
petitioner failed to send settlement advice in time to the 
Railway Authorities and thereby the Society's loan due 
amounts were not recovered at the time of settlement of 
the loanee. In the case of Clifford D'Souza the petitioner 
failed to make recovery from May to October, 2008. The 
petitioner failed to send the Revised Debit Statement to 
pay-bill preparing authority in time in the matter of 
Karuppan, Bhuvanesan, R. Subramanian and Pradeep also. 
In the case of M. Subramanian who expired the petitioner 
failed to take action to settle his account. In the matter of 
Revindran no recovery was effected from February to 
August, 2008 and no Revised Debit Statement was sent to 
the pay-bill preparing authority also. Letters were not sent 
to the member and sureties also. In the case of Jagannathan 
recovery was not made from June to August, 2008 and no 
action was initiated for recovery of the loan also. In the 
case of Sekar who expired no follow-up action was taken to 
settle the dues for a long time. In the case of Sukumaran 
and Anil who were removed from service action was not 
taken to settle the dues, for a long time. In the case of 
Munirathnam, recovery of loan instalments were not 
effected from May to September, 2008 and no action was 
taken also. In the case of Saravanan who had taken loan in 
January 2008 no recovery was effected from April to 
August, 2008 and no intimation was given to pay-bill 
preparing authority or member or sureties also. In the case 
of Raj an and Hasan Sharif who had availed loan and 
defaulted in loan payments also no steps were taken for 
recovery. In the case of P. Balasubramanian who voluntarily 
retired from service no action was taken to settle the dues 
till September, 2008 even though settlement amount was 
received from the Railway in February, 2008. As a result of 
inaction on the part of the petitioner, apart from other 
consequences a sum of Rs. 1,07,259/- could not generate 
any income to the Society. A charge sheet was issued to 
the petitioner listing out the above 19 instances and 
charging him with the misconduct of neglect of work and 
violation of Office Orders. He did not give any satisfactory 
explanation for the lapses on his part. An enquiry was 
conducted against him and the disciplinary committed had 
passed orders awarding punishment of removal from 
service. The order of the committee is perfectly justified 
and is valid in law. Enquiry against the petitioner was 
conducted in a fair and proper manner and is not any way 
vitiated. Without prejudice to this stand, the Respondent 
also seeks leave to lead evidence on merits of the charges. 
An order may be passed upholding the punishment of 
removal awarded to the petitioner. 
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5. The petitioner has filed rejoinder denying each of the 
19 charges given in the Counter Statement and also 
reiterating his case in the Claim Statement. 

6. The evidence in the case consists of oral evidence of 
WWl, MWl and also documents marked as Ext.Wl to 
Ext.WT andExt.Ml toExt.M39. 

7. The points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the action of the Respondent in 
dismissing the petitioner from service is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) To what relief, if any, the petitioner is entitled? 

The Points 

8. The petitioner who had joined the service of the 
Respondent as Junior clerk was working as Accounts 
Assistant when disciplinary proceedings had been initiated 
against him and he was dismissed from service on the basis 
of the report of the Enquiry conducted against him. The 
dispute is raised challenging the order of dismissal. 

9. The Respondent is a Society with the employees of 
Southern Railway as members. The Society raise funds, 
lend money to its members at interest with security and 
invest the surplus money in funds. An employee of the 
Southern Railway gets membership in the Society by 
deposit of Rs. 10/- as Share Capital. Once he is admitted 
as a member a fixed percentage of his basic salary is 
deducted every month towards Compulsory Monthly 
Thrift Deposit. A member will be given loan on furnishing 
security by means of two sureties who are co-employees. 
The member will be authorizing the Railway to recover 
loan in monthly instalments by deduction from the salary 
and directly remitting it to the Society. The work of the 
employees of the Society include processing of loan 
application, arranging for the sanction, monitoring the 
recovery of loans, etc. The petitioner has been attending 
to the issue of loans and recovery in the Society. 
According to the Respondent the Society used to issue 
Office Orders on matters pertaining to collecting of 
overdue arrears as well as duties and responsibilities of 
staff on overdue collection. 

10. The allegation against the petitioner is that he has 
failed to note the overdue cases in the OD Register in 
13 cases, he has failed to send registered notices and 
revised debits, failed to take action in the VRS cases, failed 
to take follow-up action on receipt of settlement amount 
from the department and also failed to take further action 
after the papers were sent to settlement section in the case 
of some employees removed from services. The names of 
the concerned employees in whose case default has been 
committed by the petitioner and the nature of default or 
omission amounting to misconduct have been detailed in 
the Charge Memo given to the petitioner. The petitioner 
had submitted his explanation for the Charge Memo. 


11. In the Claim Statement the petitioner has contended 
that the departmental enquiry has not been conducted in a 
fair and proper manner. In view of this contention, the 
Respondent has taken the stand that even while justifying 
the departmental enquiry he may be permitted to adduce 
evidence before this Tribunal in support of the charges 
framed against the petitioner and this has been allowed. It 
is accordingly the evidence was let in before this Tribunal. 
The counsel for the Respondent has stated that he is not 
relying upon the enquiry proceedings but only on the 
evidence adduced before this Tribunal only to justify his 
case. This amounts to implied admission that domestic 
enquiry has not been conducted in a fair and proper manner. 
Only the evidence let in before this Tribunal is referred to 
for adjudication of the dispute. 

12. Ext.MSA is the Charge Memo that has been issued 
to the petitioner on 07.10.2008. Prior to this Charge Memo 
on 02.09.2008 another Charge Memo seems to have been 
issued to the petitioner, also on account of his alleged 
failure to take action on overdue cases and this Charge 
Memo is marked as Ext.M8A. It has been pointed out by 
the counsel for the petitioner that several of the instances 
given in Ext.MS A have not been given in Ext.MS A though 
these instances also were there even on the date of Ext.M8A 
if the case of the Management is taken into account. 
According to the counsel, it is possible that manipulation 
has been done for the purpose of Ext.MSA. It has also 
been pointed out by the counsel that two instances of 
failure shown in Ext.M8A has been shown again in Ext.MS A 
which according to him is not legal or justifiable. Ext.M8A 
gives 10 instances of failure to take action in overdue cases. 
Ext.M8E is the explanation given by the petitioner in this 
respect. Ext.M8C is the order stating that the explanation is 
not satisfactory and the Disciplinary Sub-Committee for 
Staff have decided to award "severe warning" to the 
petitioner for failing to take proper action in overdue cases 
and failure to send registered notices to the members and 
the sureties in many cases. There is also a direction to 
record the action taken, in the Service Book of the petitioner. 
S.No. 6 in Ext.M8A is in respect of one M Subramanian and 
S.No 9 in the same is in respect of one K. Sukumaran. The 
names of these persons appear as S.Nos. 9 and 13 in 
Ext.MSA. Thus it could be seen that though the petitioner 
was proceeded against for the failure to take action in 
respect of these persons by Ext.M8A action has been 
initiated by Ext.MS A also regarding these persons. It is on 
account of this it has been pointed out by the counsel for 
the petitioner that it is not proper. The argument that is 
advanced on behalf of the Respondent is that warning is 
not punishment at all and therefore the Management was 
justified in referring to the instances of failure regarding 
the above two persons in Ext.MS A. I do not think there is 
any merit in the argument advanced. It is after the 
consideration of explanation given by the petitioner to 
Ext.M8A, Ext.M8C order has been issued by the Managing 
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Director on behalf of the Disciplinary Sub-Committee. 
Severe warning given by the Managing Director to the 
petitioner amounts to punishment itself, the same having 
been recorded in the Service Book of the petitioner. So the 
action taken by the Management by Ext.M5 A in respect of 
M. Subramanian and K. Sukumaran is not proper and need 
not be considered. S.No. 7 in Ext.MSA is one Devadas. The 
allegation is that the petitioner has entered in the OD 
Register that settlement advice was sent whereas in the 
Tabbal Register he has not mentioned the same. However, 
it was later noticed that this allegation is without basis and 
the charge in this respect has been dropped. So there is no 
necessity to look into this allegation also. Apart from the 
three mentioned above there are sixteen cases of failures 
referred to in the Charge Memo. Each of these allegations 
are to be examined separately to find out if the charges 
have any foundation or not. 

13. Before examining the instances of failures referred 
to in the Charge Memo the argument advanced on behalf 
of the petitioner that the petitioner was not sure under 
which provision he has been proceeded against is to be 
examined. According to the counsel for the petitioner, the 
petitioner has been supplied with copies of old bye-laws 
relating to service conditions and he was not in a position 
to know under which bye-law he has actually been 
proceeded against. On going through the Charge Memo it 
could be seen that the petitioner is proceeded against under 
Special Bye-law No. 12. The petitioner seems to have been 
supplied with the Special Bye-laws also as seen from the 
set of documents produced. 

14. MWl who was working in the Respondent Society 
has given evidence to prove the charges against the 
petitioner. He has stated that the petitioner who was 
working in the Ledger Section at Head Office, Trichy was 
looking after about 500 accounts of Loco Section A Section 
Officer in the Ledger Section has to monitor the Overdue 
Account Statement prepared by the concerned Ledger Clerk 
and if any of the Overdue Accounts are omitted to be 
mentioned in the statement he will have to prepare the 
statement of such OD Accounts and take further action. 
MW 1 who was the Senior Section Officer-Incharge of Loan 
Ledger Section had prepared a statement of Omitted 
Overdue Accounts on 08.05.2008. It was on the basis of 
the said report disciplinary action was initiated against the 
petitioner. In his affidavit the MW 1 has referred to each of 
the Omitted Overdue Accounts. 

15. The first reference is in respect of account of 
one Joseph Regina who is referred to as S.No.l in the 
Charge Memo. This employee was sanctioned a loan of 
Rs. 90,000/- on 07.02.2008. As per the Charge Memo and 
the Proof Affidavit of MW 1 the petitioner has not effected 
any recovery and also failed to make Non-Credit Entry in 
the Loan Account from May 2008 to December 2008. It is 
further stated that the petitioner has failed to take action 


by sending revised debit statement to the Pay Bill Preparing 
Authority besides failing to send letters to the concerned 
member as well as the sureties and the Pay Disbursing 
Officers demanding reasons for non-recovery. In his Proof 
Affidavit the petitioner examined as WW1 has stated that 
when recovery postings pertaining to June 2008 were 
completed before his transfer to Coimbatore recoveries of 
May and June only were not made and there was no 
necessity for sending registered notices to the sureties or 
to make entry in the OD Note. 

16. During his cross-examination the petitioner has 
admitted that the circulars issued by the Society on recovery 
of loan will be given to each section. He also admitted that 
he had occasion to see the circulars marked as Ext.M5(o), 
Ext.M6 and Ext.M7. All these circulars are issued pointing 
out the importance of overdue collection. Ext.M7 is the last 
of the series and is repetition of Ext.M5(o). Duties and 
responsibilities of staff on overdue collection are 
specifically given in this. As per this the Staff should send 
a registered letter to the member concerned and sureties 
alongwith intimation letter to the Pay-Bill Preparing Officers 
for effecting overdue recoveries through their salaries when 
12 consecutive recoveries are not made from a member. If 
no recovery was made even after a registered notice is 
served, the staff will send another registered notice after 
three months or six months time as the case may be for 
effecting recovery from members or sureties, alongwith 
intimation to Pay-Bill Authority. It is further stated that on 
going through the ledgers on completion of recovery 
postings if any non-recovery is found the employee should 
take immediate action by way of sending revised debit 
statements to the concerned Pay-Bill Preparing Authorities 
to effect recovery from the salary and if no recoveries were 
made and credited towards loan for a period of three or 
four or six or eight months, the staffs would send revised 
debit and the reason for non-recovery alongwith intimation 
to the party. The petitioner having occasion to go through 
these circulars certainly must have been aware of the 
manner in which the action was to be taken for recovery of 
the dues. 

17. During his cross-examination the petitioner has 
admitted that if there is no recovery in respect of loan of 
any member in any month a revised debit advice will be 
sent to the Railways. He further stated that whenever revised 
debit advise is sent it will be recorded at the right hand top 
corner of the ledger folio of the member. The petitioner has 
admitted that Ext.M25 is the copy of the Ledger Folio in 
respect of Joseph Reino. He also admitted that on 07.02.2008 
Joseph Reino has taken a loan of Rs. 90,000/- and no 
recovery was made during May 2008, but he did not make 
any endorsement in the Ledger Folio of having sent any 
revised debit note. He further stated that he has not taken 
any steps for recovery of the amount until he was 
transferred on 19.09.2008. 
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18. The name that figures next in the Charge Memo is 
that of Gopi who had taken a loan of Rs. 60,000/-. It is 
alleged that the petitioner failed to close the account of 
this member though he retired on VRS on 19.12.2007. MW 1 
has stated in his Proof Affidavit that it was noted in letter 
that Gopi retired on VRS. However, the petitioner failed to 
send settlement advice to the Railway authorities and so 
Society's loan amounts were not recovered from the loanee 
and the amount had to be recovered from the sureties. 
Referring to Gopi what the petitioner has stated in the Proof 
Affidavit is that MWl received Office Order regarding 
termination of Gopi only on 04.01.2008 but on hearing about 
the VRS from Gopi's colleagues he had sent letter of dues 
and status to Consumer Loan Section on 31.12.2000 itself 
and on receipt of details from the Section he had sent 
settlement advice on 17.01.2008. According to him awaiting 
receipt of settlement amounts from Railways till his transfer 
he could not close the account. He admitted during his 
Cross-Examination that at the time of closing of accounts 
of Gopi after adjusting compulsory thrift deposit and share 
capital the outstanding loan amount of Rs. 8,800/- and the 
un-cleared amounts were recovered equally from the two 
sureties. So it is clear that in this matter also there was 
lapse on the part of the petitioner. 

19. The next lapse alleged is that of Clifford D'Souza 
who had availed loan of Rs. 90.000/-. It is alleged that no 
entry was made in the OD Register and the petitioner Mailed 
to send revised debit advise to the department and notices 
to the sureties. MWl has stated that no recovery of loan 
instalment was made from May 2008 to October 2008 and 
yet revised debit statement was not sent to the Pay-Bill 
Preparing Officer. According to the petitioner, at the time of 
completion of recovery postings of June 2008 recoveries 
for May and June alone remained and so action was not 
required. He admitted during cross-examination that 
recoveries were not made from May to October 2008 but 
only in November 2008. The petitioner has not taken any 
action prior to November 2008, thus justifying the charge 
in this respect. 

20. Karuppan, another member has taken loan of 
Rs. 75,000/- and recovery was not effected from September 
2007. The petitioner is said to have failed in sending the 
revised debit statement to the Pay-Bill Preparing Authority 
in time and he sent it only on 18.03.2008. Even in his Proof 
Affidavit the petitioner has stated that though Karuppan 
died in August 2007, Office Order of termination dated 
20.09.2007 was received by the office only later. During 
cross-examination he admitted that revised debit advise 
was sent on 18.03.2008 only and the account was closed 
only on 24.11.2009. It was the duty of the petitioner to send 
the revised debit statement to the Pay Bill Preparing 
Authority if he was not aware of the death of the member. 
However, this was not done. 

21. In the matter of Bhuvanesh who had taken a loan of 
Rs. 50,000/- recovery was not effected from May 2008 to 


September 2008. The petitioner is said to have failed in 
sending revised debit statement to the Pay Bill Preparing 
Authority. According to the petitioner, recoveries for May 
and June alone remained and the revised debit statement 
was sent on 18.03.2008. However, during cross-examination 
he admitted that though there was no recovery from May 
to September 2008 revised debit statement was sent only 
on 15.09.2008. Thus the charge in this respect also is 
justified. 

22. In the case of R. Subramanian who had taken a loan 
of Rs. 90,000/-, the charge is that no entry was made in 
the OD Register and the petitioner had waited for 
11 months to send revised debit statement. It is stated 
that he did not send letters to the concerned member or 
the sureties also. As seen from the Proof Affidavit of the 
petitioner revised debit statement was sent on 05.04.2008 
immediately after completion of recovery postings for 
December 2007. According to him, at the time of completion 
of June 2008 recovery postings, only seven months have 
lapsed. According to him, he had time till September for 
follow up action but he was transferred in the meanwhile 
so there was no lapse on his part. He admitted during 
cross-examination that no recovery for the period from 
December 2007 to November 2008 was made and no 
revised debit statement was sent till he was transferred 
on 19.09.2008. 

23. S.No. 10 in the charge is K.P. Ravindran who was 
given loan of Rs. 85,000/-. It is alleged that no entry was 
made in the OD Note Register and though there was no 
recovery from Eebmary 2008, revised statement was sent 
only on 16.06.2008,17.06.2008 and 24.07.2008. It is stated 
that not only the petitioner had failed to send revised debit 
statement but failed to send letters to the concerned 
members as well as sureties and the Pay Disbursing 
Authority requesting reasons for non-recovery. As could 
be seen from the admission of the petitioner in cross- 
examination though there was no recovery from February 
to August 2008 revised debit statement was sent only on 
16.06 2008 followed by two more such statements. 

24. In the case of P.K. Pradeep who was granted loan of 
Rs. 65,000/- it was alleged that no entry was made in the 
OD Note though recovery was not effected from November 
2006 to September 2007. Revised debit statement is said to 
have been sent only on 05.04.2008 after a lapse of 11 months. 
No letters were sent to the concerned member, sureties or 
the Pay Disbursing Authority also. The petitioner has 
explained in his Proof Affidavit that he had sent revised 
debit statements on 12.01.2007 and 08.02.2007 since there 
was no recovery from November 2006 to January 2007. He 
is said to have sent letter on 13.04.2008 since there were no 
recoveries from December 2007 to March 2008 also. Thus 
he seems to have acted in time in this respect. In fact the 
counsel for the Respondent did not challenge the 
explanation given by the petitioner in his Proof Affidavit. 
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25. In the matter of K.P. Ravindran who had availed loan 
of Rs. 85,000/- recovery is said to have been not effected 
from February to August 2008. It is alleged that the 
petitioner had failed to send revised debit statement to the 
Pay Bill Preparing Authority or to send letter to the 
concerned member or the sureties and the Pay Disbursing 
Authority. The petitioner has explained in his Proof 
Affidavit that he had sent revised debit statements on 
26.06.2008, 17.06.2008 and 24.07.2008. It is clear that the 
statement was sent with much delay only. 

26. In the case of Jagannathan the allegation is that 
there was no recovery towards his loan of Rs. 85,000/- from 
June 2008 to August 2008 and yet revised debit statement 
was not sent and letters were not sent to the member, 
sureties and Pay Bill Preparing Authority also. According 
to the petitioner, recovery postings for July 2008 would 
commence after Septembers 2008 only and so there was no 
lapse on his part. It is clear from the Proof Affidavit as well 
as from the cross-examiantion that he did not send revised 
debit statement though there was no recovery for the period 
from June to August 2008. 

27. In the case of Sekar who expired on 27.02.2008 though 
steps for settlement was taken on 26.03.2008, the petitioner 
had failed to take further action until 19.09.2008. According 
to the petitioner Office Order of termination dated 28.04.2008 
was received by the Society only after his transfer and so 
there was no lapse on his part. There is no challenge to his 
explanation given by the petitioner. There seems to be no 
lapse on the part of the petitioner in this respect. 

28. In the matter of T.P Anil who was removed from 
service on 11.02.2006 the petitioner is said to have not 
taken any action for settlement of the loan account till 
19.09.2008 though the petitioner joined Tiruchirappalli on 
28.11.2006. According to the petitioner the loan file was 
with another Section Officer who was close acquaintance 
of T.P. Anil. The petitioner has claimed that he was not able 
to pursue the matter on instruction from the said Section 
Officer. It is clear from the Proof Affidavit and admission of 
the petitioner during cross-examination that he did not take 
any action for recovery of the amount. The explanation 
given by him for failure to take action is not satisfactory. 

29. In the case of Munirathnam in respect of whose loan 
there was no recovery from May 2008 also the petitioner is 
alleged to have failed to make entry in the OD Note and to 
take any action. The petitioner had admitted during his 
cross-examination that there was no recovery from May to 
September 2008 and yet revised statement was given only 
on 15.09.2008 thus admitting that there was lapse on his 
part in taking action. 

30. In the matter of R. Saravanan who had availed loan 
of Rs. 75,000/- it is alleged that there was no recovery from 
April to August 2008 and yet revised debit statement was 
not sent to the Pay-Bill Preparing Authority and letter was 


not sent to the bomower and the sureties also. The petitioner 
had admitted that in spite of absence of recovery from 
April to August 2008 revised debit statement was sent 
only on 15.09.2008. 

31. In the matter of A. Raja who had availed loan of 
Rs. 75,000/- also absence of action is alleged against the 
petitioner in spite of non-recovery from May 2008. The 
petitioner had admitted during his cross-examination that 
there was no recovery from May to August 2008 and yet 
he did not send any revised debit statement at all. Thus it 
is clear that there was lapse on his part. 

32. In the case of Hasan Sharif who had taken a loan of 
Rs. 1,00,000/- and there was no recovery from May to 
October 2008 also absence of action is alleged against the 
petitioner. The petitioner had admitted during his cross- 
examination that he did not send any revised debit 
statement in spite of non-recovery. 

33. In the matter of Balasubramaniam who had left the 
service on Voluntary Retirement Scheme on 15.12.2007 it is 
alleged that no action was taken to settle the account. 
Settlement was effected on 03.11.2008 only though 
settlement amount was received from Railway in February 
2008. So in this respect also there is delay. 

34. Out of the 19 instances of failures mentioned in the 
charge, one was dropped by the Management itself and 
three are matters for which action was already taken by the 
management. Regarding two matters there was no failure 
on the part of the petitioner in taking action. In the remaining 
13 cases the petitioner had failed to take action in time or 
no action was taken at all as discussed above. 

35. The Respondent had produced certain documents 
to prove that the past conduct of the petitioner while he 
was in office also was not satisfactory. Ext.Ml is the order 
dated 05.11.1993 withholding increment of the petitioner 
for a period of one year for remaining outside the office 
during working hours. Ext.M2(c) is the order reducing the 
scale of pay of the petitioner for negligence in discharging 
his duties. Ext.M2(a) is the charge memo on the basis of 
which the punishment was imposed. The charges include 
failure on the part of the petitioner to take steps to close 
the account of a retired member, failure to take action on a 
loan application and wrongly noting the amount in the 
case of an account while closing the same and also failing 
to make payment to the actual person by paying to the 
wrong person. By Ext.M2(d) order the punishment as per 
Ext.M2(c) was reduced to one of censure. Ext.M3(a) to 
Ext.M3(d) are documents pertaining to the charge of 
habitual absence of the petitioner. He is seen reverted to 
the post of Junior Accounts Assistant by Ext.M3(c) order 
on account of his habitual absence. By Ext.M3(g) order the 
punishment of reversion was cancelled after he had 
undergone punishment for 11 months. It could be seen 
that the finding of negligence was retained even though 
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punishment was cancelled, the petitioner having undergone 
the punishment for some months. Ext.M4(a) and Ext.M4(b) 
are the Charge Memos for unauthorized absence. By 
Ext.M4(c) order the petitioner was again reverted to Junior 
Accounts Assistant. Thus it could be seen that the 
petitioner had undergone disciplinary proceedings earlier 
also and was punished on several occasions. Out of this 
those that are more relevant are Ext.M2(a) and Ext.M3(c) in 
which the punishment was imposed on the petitioner for 
his negligence in duties. As could be seen from the enquiry 
report which is marked as Ex.M3(c) there was failure on the 
part of the petitioner on earlier occasions to complete 
recovery postings in time and this charge was also found 
proved as seen from the report of enquiry (Page-46) of the 
typed-set of the Respondent. It was on account of this 
also the punishment of reversion was imposed on him as 
per Ext.M3(e) order. Thus, it could be seen that on earlier 
occasions also the same kind of lapses were noticed on the 
part of the petitioner and he was proceeded against and 
punished also for such lapses. 

36. By Ext.M22 order the petitioner was removed from 
service as the charges were found proved. The Appellate 
Authority had modified the punishment to one of dismissal 
from service. Having found that there were lapse on the 
part of the petitioner, that most of the charges except a few 
are proved, what is left to be considered is whether the 
punishment of dismissal from service imposed on the 
petitioner is proper and commensurate with gravity of the 
misconducts alleged. It is to be noticed that there is no 
case for the Management that there was any 
misappropriation on the part of the petitioner. The charge 
is that he had been so negligent in his duties that he had 
failed to take action in several of the accounts handled by 
him. There is the fact that on previous occasions also there 
were such lapses on the part of the petitioner and he was 
punished. But in spite of that the punishment of dismissal 
from service seems to be one not in proportion charge 
alleged. So I am inclined to modify and reduce the 
punishment. 

Accordingly, the punishment imposed on the petitioner 
is modified and reduced to Compulsory Retirement from 
service with all the benefits attached to the same. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the RA., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 30th April, 2015) 

K. P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

Eor the 1 st Party/Petitioner WW 1, Sri T. 

Thandesan 

Eor the 2nd Party/Management MW 1, Sri A. 

Elangovan 


Documents Marked 
On the petitioner's side 


ExJVo. Date 

Ex.Wl 14.12.2009 

Ex.W2 22.12.2009 

Ex.W3 06.09.2010 


Ex.W4 06.09.2010 

Ex.W5 08.09.2010 

Ex.W6 04.08.2011 

Ex.W7 2002-2008 


Description 

Show Cause Notice issued by 
the Respondent Society to the 
petitioner 

Explanation submitted by the 
petitioner 

Letter of the petitioner 
addressed to the Chairman of 
the Respondent Society 
requesting supply of a copy of 
updated Special Bye-Law and 
payment of T.A. and D.A. to 
enable him to attend the 
enquiry. 

Notification circulated by the 
Respondent Society 

Paper publication made by the 
Respondent Society in 
"Dinamalar" Trichy 

Notice to all staff members and 
other members of the Society 
circulated by the Managing 
Director of the Respondent 
Society 

Erequent transfer orders issued 
to the petitioner-6 in number 


On the Management's side 


ExJVo. Date 

Ex.Ml 05.11.1993 


Ex.M2(a) 12.04.1993 


Description 

Office Order No. 70- 
Punishment — Increment 
withheld for one year (Non- 
Recurring) for remaining 
outside office during working 
hours on 01.04.1993 (On Memo 
dated 01.04.1993 and Charge 
Memo dated 12.04.1993— 
Explanation and Enquiry 
conducted — Enquiry Report 
dated 18.09.1993 (copy 
attached) 

Charge Memo to the Petitioner 
for negligence in discharge of 
his duties 


Ex.M2(b) — Eindings of the Enquiry 

Officer —Mr. V. Sundaram 
(Deputy Registrar— Retired) 
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Ex.M2(c) 

31.12.1993 

Office Memo No. 101 — for 
proven charges of misconduct 
in respect of Charge Memo 
dated 12.04.1993 — 

Punishment—Demoted from 

Sr. Clerk to Clerk and with 
reduction of pay in Clerk's 
scale for three years 

Ex.M4(a) 

26.12.2008 

Ex.M2(d) 

01.07.1994 

Office Order No. 22 — On 
Appeal dated 19.01.2014 by the 
petitioner the punishment 

Ex.M4(b) 

02.01.2009 



awarded in 0/0 101 dated 
31.12.1993 was cancelled and 
reduced to one of "Censure" 

Ex.M4(c) 

23.01.2009 

Ex.M3(a) 

14.03.2000 

Charge Memo — habitual 
absence — and failure to 
complete recovery postings 



Ex.M3(b) 

27.04.2000 

Charge Memo — Misbehaviour 
with Chief Executive on 
25.02.2000 and placed under 
suspension and on 26.04.2000 
on the petitioner's instigation 
two unknown person entered 
the Chief Executive's room and 
threatened him to put the 
petitioner back on duty 

Ex.M4(d) 

21.09.2010 





Ex.M3(c) 

17.10.2000 

Findings of the Enquiry 
Officer—Mr. A. 

Ex.M5(a) 

07.10.2008 



Shanmughasundaram— 
Advocate—Tiruchirapalli — 
on the Charge Memo dated 
14.03.2000 for(i) absent from 
duty and (2) failure to complete 
recovery postings in time and 

Ex.M5(b) 




on the Charge Memo dated 
27.04.2000 for indecent 

Ex.M5(c) 

23.02.2010 



misbehavior on 25.02.2000 and 
26.04.2000 

Ex.M5(d) 

16.02.2010 

Ex.M3(d) 

18.10.2000 

Memo—No. CCS/Admn./lO/ 
2000— proposing punishment 
of termination of service and 
calling for the petitioner's 
representation 

Ex.M5(e) 

04.03.2010 

Ex.M3(e) 

20.12.2000 

Office Order No. 127 — 
Punishment — Petitioner 
reverted to as Junior Accounts 
Assistant and fixing him in that 
scale —effective —15.12.2000 

Ex.M5(f) 

18.03.2010 

Ex.M3(f) 

05.12.2001 

Appeal/Representation of the 
petitioner to cancel the 
punishment etc. 

Ex.M5(g) 

24.03.2010 

Ex.M3(g) 

07.12.2001 

Punishment awarded by 0/0 
127 dated 20.12.2000 cancelled 




and designated the petitioner 
as Accounts Assistant duly 
fixing his salary in that pay- 
scale— w.e.f. 10.12.2011 (after 
undergoing the punishment for 
IIMS) 

Memo for unauthorized 
absence — CCS/Admn./12/08 
(23.12.08 and 22.12.08) 

Additional Charge Memo —for 
unauthorized absence—CCS/ 
Admn./l/2009 

Office Order No. 236— 
Punishment —Reversion as 
Junior Accounts Assistant — 
w.e.f. 23.01.2009 and re- fixing 
his salary 

WPNo. (MD)No. 5r000/2009— 
filed by petitioner—common 
Order by the Hon'ble Madurai 
Bench of Madras High Court 
dated 21.09.2010 —Extract of 
Page No. 1, 13, 19, 20 and 
24 —W. P. — Stand dismissed 

Charge Memo issued to the 
petitioner for failure to take 
action on overdue cases and 
failure to send notice to non¬ 
recovery cases and to sureties 
etc. 

Complaint of Sr. S.O. — Ledger 

Notice of Enquiry — Posting 
the enquiry on 04.03.2010 

Memo from the Respondent to 
the petitioner — re-enquiry — 
Appointment of EO; M.R. 

Reply from petitioner to the 
Respondent for letter of 
16.02.2010 calling for 
documents —etc. 

Reply memo from the 
Respondent to the petitioner 
furnishing documents called for 
in the letter of04.03.2010 

Letter from petitioner to 
Enquiry Officer — to allow to 
engage a Defence Helper — a 
Retired Railway Co.Op. Society 
Employee 
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Ex.M5(h) 

31.03.2010 

Reply of Enquiry Officer to the 
letter dated 24.03.2010 of the 
petitioner —reg. — Defence 
Helper and— postponing the 
enquiry to 12.04.2010 from 
09.04.2010 


28.05.2010 

Ex.M5(i) 

04.04.2010 

Letter from the petitioner to 
Enquiry Officer to postpone 
domestic enquiry till receipt of 
details 

Ex.M5(o) 

08.04.2002 

Ex.M5® 

19042010 

Reply from EO to the petitioner 
— Enquiry postponed from 
12.04.2010 to 26.04.2010—cb 
requested by the petitioner 

ExM6 

12.10.2004 

Ex.M5(k) 

30.04.2010 

Reply of the Respondent to the 
petitioner furnishing SPL Bye- 
Law copy 

Ex.M7 

14.10.2004 

Ex.M5(I) 

03.05.2010 

Letter from Respondent to 
Petitioner and E.O.—informing 

Ex.M8(a) 

02.09.2008 



change of Management 
Representative (since earlier 
M.R. had retired from service) 

Ex.M8(b) 

16.09.2008 

Ex.M5(m) 

10.05.2010 

Petitioner's letter addressed to 
E.O. — furnishing certain 
details—approaching RTI— 
requesting to postpone the 
enquiry 

Ex.M8(c) 

11.12.2008 

Ex.M5(n) 

04.03.2010 

Proceedings of enquiry (EO., 




and 

M.R; CSE.) (Internal Pages 1 




24.03.2010 

to 12) u Continuation on 




12.04.2010 

09.04.2010 




and 

Enquiry on 09.04.2010 — 




26.04.2010 

adjourned to 12.04.2010 
(Internal Page—12) 

Continuation of the 

proceedings of enquiry 
(Internal Pages 13 to 14) — 
Documents called for by CSE 
already furnished—but still to 
give a further opportunity to 
the CSE — Enquiry adjourned 
to 10.05.2010 (EQ. MR, CSE— 
Present) 

Ex.M9 

ExMlO 

— 





10.05.2010 

Since raised some issues— 
enquiry adjourned to 21.03.2010 
(Inti. Page 15-16) —Enquiry 
adjourned to 21.05.2010 (EO., 
MR., C.S.E., Present) 




21.05.2010 

In enquiry CSE raised further 
issues (Inti. Pages 17-20)— 
However, enquiry continued 
on (Inti. Page—20 to 21). 




Further issues raised by CSE 
— Enquiry adjourned to 
10.05.2010 (EO, MR, CSE — 
present) 

Proceedings of Enquiry — Inti. 
Page 22 to 35 (EO, MR,CSE— 
Present) 

Office Order No. 3—Detailing 
importance of overdue 
collection, duties and 
responsibilities of staff on 
overdue collection 

Office Order No. 49—issued by 
Respondent 

Office Order No. 50 —issued 
by Respondent 

Charge Memo issued to the 
petitioner—CCS/Admn./ 
2008—^Eailure to take action for 
overdue casers — etc. 

Explanation of petitioner—and 
assuring to be more careful in 
future duly initiating prompt 
action and to excuse him this 
time 

Office Order No. 222— 
Awarding punishment of 
"Severe Warning" for failure to 
take action on overdue cases— 
and failed to send notices to 
members and sureties 

Southern Railway Employees 
Coop. Credit Society Ltd., 
Thiruchirapalli —Special Bye- 
Laws relating to Service 
Conditions (Pages 1 to 32) 

Southern Railway Employees 
Coop. Credit Society Ltd., 
Thiruchirapalli —Special Bye- 
Laws relating to S.Rly. ECCS 
Staff of the Society Regulations 
governing the Disciplinary 
Proceeding Pages 1 to 14) with 
the endorsement of the 
petitioner as "Naangavathuaha 
Thabal Mulam Anupiyadu" 
(unauthorized) — Sd. T. 
Thandesan (Eorth time 
received through post 
(unauthorized — Sd. T. 
Thandesan) 
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Ex.Mll 

— 

Southern Railway Employees 
Coop. Credit Society Ltd., 

ExM22 

26.08.2010 



Thiruchirapalli —Special Bye- 
Laws relating to S. Railway 
ECCS Staff or the Society 
Regulations governing the 
Disciplinary Proceedings 
(Pages 1 to 14) with the 
endorsement of the petitioner 

Ex.M23 

13.10.2010 



as True Copy Attested — 
Signed T. Thandesan (Fifty 
time properly issued to me — 
True copy attested) 

EX.M24 

22.07.2011 

EX.M12 

12.08.2010 

Application by petitioner T. 
Thandesan — under RTI To 
CPIO, New Delhi-for Bye Law 

Ex.M25 

— 

EX.M13 

26.10.2009 

of SRE Coop. Credit Society, 
Trichy 

Letter from Petitioner to 
Chairman —SRE Coop. Credit 

EX.M26 

19.07.2011 

In Tamil 

ExM14 

11.12.2009 

Society 

W.P (MD) No. 11890 of 29009 
& M.R.l of 2009 filed by 
petitioner 

EX.M27 

13.07.2011 

Ex.MlS 

28.05.2010 

Reply from Respondent to 
Petitioner's letter of 26.10.2009 

addressed to Chairman for 

EX.M28 

13.07.2011 



change of Enquiry Officer 

EX.M29 

02.05.2014 

Ex.M16 

28.05.2010 

Explanation of the Petitioner— 

T. Thandesan — to the 
Respondent's Charge Memo 
dated 07.10.2008 



Ex.M17 

11.02.2010 

Advocate Mr. KM 

Subramaniam's notice to the 
petitioner and two others on 
behalf of Mr. S. Ramalingam, 
M.D. of the Respondent 
Society 



Ex.M18 

25.11.1990 

Pamphlet issued by AITU 



Ex.M19(a) 30.06.2010 

Findings of the Enquiry Officer 

EX.M30 

— 



Mr. Raja Ram—in Tamil Liberal 



Ex. M 19(b) — 

translation of the findings— 





Tamil to English 



EX.M20 

10.08.2010 

Second Show Cause Memo 
enclosing finding of the 
Enquiry Officer and calling for 
explanation from the petitioner 
within a week of receipt of the 
notice 

ExJVBl 

07.11.2012 

Ex.M21 

23.08.2010 

Reply of the petitioner to the 
Second Show Cause dated 

10.08.2010 

EX.M32 

22.01.2013 


Office Order No. 37 — 
Awarding punishment — In 
respect of Charge Memo dated 
07.10.2008 — Terminated from 
the service of the Respondent 
Society— effective 26.08.2010 

Appeal letter of the petitioner 
to reconsider the punishment 
imposed 

Order of M.D. of the Society 
communicating the Board's 
decision confirming the 
dismissal from service 

19 instances of Negligence in 
work 

Paper publication —Land grab 
case—Involving T. Thandesan 
—Ex. Railway Credit Member 
(i.e. the Petitioner in this ID) 

Petition by Inspector of Police 
of Somarasampettai Police 
Station —before Judicial 
Magistrate No. 5 —Trichy— 
Opposite Party T. Thandesan 

HR—No. 209/2011 

Copy of letter from Assistant 
Secretary, Disciplinary 
Directorate of Institute of 
Chartered Accountants of India 
addressed to M/s A.V. Devan 
& Co., Chartered Accountants, 
Chennai-17 —(Auditors for the 
Respondent Society) — In the 
matter of complaint by the 
Petitioner against the Auditor's 
firm—Holding the Firm NOT 
GUILTY and closing of the 
complaint 

Specimen forms of — (a) 
Application for Loan (b) Pay 
Order advise. Debit Statement 
and Particulars of deduction, 
(c) Notice — to Member/Surety 
— on case of failure of 
Recovery 

2A Petition filed by the 
Petitioner before the ALC (C) 
—Puducherry 

Counter of the Society — 
submitted to the ALC (C) — 
PDY—to the 2A Petition 
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ExM33 

19.02.2013 

Rejoinder filed by the Petitioner 
before ALC(C) PD Y 

ExM34 

10.04.2013 

Conciliation Failure Report 

ExJVB5 


Southern Railway Employees 
Coop. Credit Society Ltd. "Pay 
Order Advise and Debit 

Statement". 

ExJVI36 


Southern Railway Employees 
Coop. Credit Society Ltd. "Pay 
Order Advice and Debit 

Statement" —as a "Revised 

Debit Advise" 

ExJVB7 


Southern Railway Employees 
Coop. Credit Society Ltd. 
regarding — Loan overdue 
advise "CCS/OVERDUE" 

EX.M38 


Southern Railway Employee's 
Coop. Society Ltd. —Printed 
Notice with Proforma 

EX.M39 

— Southern Railway Employees' 

Cooperative Society Ltd. "CCS/ 
Overdue" Advise by 

Registered Post 

14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1056. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 292/2005), of the 
Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. II, 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the management of Kapurthal - Ferozepur 
Kshetriya Gramin Bank and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/248/98-IR(B-I)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-n, CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

Case No. I.D. No. 292/2005 

Registered on 10.8.2005 

Sh. Sukhjit Kumar, C/o Sh. Tek Chand Sharma, 25, Sant 
Nagar, Civil Lines, Ludhiana. 

...Petitioner 

Versus 

Kapurthala-Ferozepur Kshetriya Gramin Bank The 
Chairman, Head Office, Jalandhar Road, Kapurthala. 

...Respondents 

APPE/MIANCES: 

For the workman Sh. Tek Chand, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. N.K. Zakhmi, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on 10.4.2015 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-12012/248/ 
98-IR (B -1) Dated 7.1.1999, by exercising its powers under 
Section 10 Sub-section (1) Clause (d) and Sub section (2- 
A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred 
to as 'Act') has referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

"Whether the action of the management of the 
Kapurthala-Ferozepur Kshetriya Gramin Bank, H.O. 
Jalandhar Road, Kapurthala in dismissing the 
services of Sh. Sukhjit Kumar is just and legal? If not 
to what relief the concerned workman is entitled to 
and from which date?" 

In response to the notice, the workman submitted 
statement of claim to which written reply was filed by the 
respondent management. The facts emerging therefrom are 
that workman was posted as Cashier-cum-Clerk at 
Sodhinagar Branch and he was served a following charge- 
sheet:— 

CHARGES 

Charge No. 1: — Sh. Sukhjit Kumar was handed over 
Cash Rs. 1,30,000 on 6.5.1992 for depositing this amount in 
the CA 38 with Punjab National Bank, B.O. Sandhe Hasham. 
He deposited Cash Rs. 1,20,000/- thereby misappropriating 
Rs. 10,000/-. 

Charge No. 2: —To conceal the above misappropriation/ 
embezzlement of funds, he made credit entry of Rs. 1,30,000/- 
in the passbook issued by PNB Sandhe Hasham in his own 
hand writing on 6.5.1992. On return to the branch, he 
confirmed having deposited this amount of Rs. 1,30,000/- 
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by putting his signatures on the voucher crediting the 
Head "Remittance in transit." To avoid this 
misappropriation/embezzlement being detected, he 
tampered with the balance in the pass book issued by PNB, 
Sandhe Hasham on 22.5.1992 and 14.7.1992 by inflating the 
balance by Rs. 10000/-. The Banker Reconciliation 
Statement for May, 1992, June, 1992 and July, 1992 was 
prepared hy him with the inflated balance under his 
signatures. 

He filed reply and after considering the same, an Inquiry 
Officer was appointed who conducted the inquiry. He 
submitted report dated 12.7.1994 finding that the charges 
are proved against him. Considering the Inquiry report and 
other relevant circumstances and affording an opportunity 
of personal hearing to the workman, he was dismissed from 
service. Now the workman challenged his termination on 
the ground that the inquiry conducted is not fair and proper 
and he was not given an opportunity of defending himself 
and the Inquiry officer based his report on inadmissible 
evidence. That the appeal preferred by him was wrongly 
dismissed. 

On the other hand the bank pleaded that the workman 
embezzled Rs. 10,000/- as find mentioned in the charge- 
sheet and this embezzlement was later on detected and the 
workman himself confessed his mistake and deposited the 
amount on 26.8.1992 which he deposited less on 6.5.1992. 
He was allowed to cross-examine the witness and he 
tendered 43 documents in his defence. That the Inquiry 
Officer based his finding on the evidence led before him 
and there is no defect in the conduct of the inquiry and the 
punishment awarded on its basis, is legal and valid. 

After hearing the counsel for the parties, the inquiry 
was held to be fair and proper vide order dated 26.5.2014 
and the said order has not been challenged and has attained 
finality. 

Now, the only question to be seen is whether the 
punishment awarded is excessive. It was vehemently argued 
by learned counsel that no loss is caused to the bank who 
did not suffer in any way due to the alleged conduct of the 
workman and therefore, the punishment by dismissing from 
service is unwarranted. This contention is devoid of any 
force. The banks deal with public money and its officers 
are supposed to work with due diligence showing high 
standard of integrity and honesty. In the present case, a 
sum of Rs. 1,30,000/- was handed over to workman for 
depositing in the bank and he deposited only Rs. 1,20,000/-. 
In order to conceal the fact for depositing less amount, he 
made false entries in the relevant records and later on when 
the embezzlement was detected, he deposited the amount. 
Thus, he committed not only breach of trust but made false 
entry in the record and considering the act and conduct 
the punishing authority rightly ordered the punishment 
which do not call for any intereference. 


In result, it is held that the action of the management in 
dismissing the workman is just and legal and he is not 
entitled to any relief. The reference is accordingly answered 
against the workman. 

Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the 
Central Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1057. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 30/2006), 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
dispute between the management State Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/224/2005-IR(B-I)] 
SUMATISAKLANI, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRISURENDRA PRAKASH SINGH, 
PRESIDINGOFFICER, CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-I, CHANDIGARH 

Case No. ID 30 of 2006. Reference No. L-12012/224/2005- 
IR(B-l) dated 05.06.2006. 

Sh. Lakshmi Narain Nagpal S/o Sh. Amar Nath, H.No. 140, 
Patel Nagar, Hissar. 

...Workman 

Versus 

1. The Assistant General Manager, State Bank of 
India, Region-HI, Zonal Office, Panchkula 
(Haryana). 

...Respondent 

Appearances 

For the Workman: None 

For the Management: Shri S.K. Gupta Advocate. 
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AWARD 

Dated; 12.5.2015 

Government of India Ministry of Labour vide 
notification. L-12012/224/2005-IR(B-l) dated 05.06.2006 
has referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

Term of Reference: 

"Whether the action of the management of State Bank 
of India in removal from services of Shri Laxmi Narain 
Nagpal son of Shri Amar Nath Senior Assistant w.e.f. 
2.3.2004 is just and legal? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to?" 

2. The workman filed claim statement in which it is 
pleaded that he joined the service of State Bank of India as 
Typist Clerk on 05.05.1981 in District Hissar and he was 
promoted as Senior Assistant in the year 1997. He later on 
transferred to Patel Nagar Branch, Hissar in the year 1999. 
There was no complaint from any corner about the work 
and conduct of the workman. On 28.02.2002, he was 
transferred from Patel Nagar Hissar Branch to Bawal Branch 
of State Bank of India without assigning any reason. Three 
charge sheets dated 18.07.2002,05.03.2003 and 17.09.2003 
were issued to him after a lapse of 9 months of joining at 
Bawal Branch which were related to Patel Nagar Hissar 
Branch and all these charges were contained in the charge 
sheets correlated to each other. The charges were leveled 
against the workman in charge sheet dated 17.02.2002 is 
vague, does not fall as charges which are stale and 
manufactured related to the incidents of the year, 2001 which 
smell the evil design of the management. The management 
violated the provisions of bipartite settlement. The whole 
exercise of the management was to prepare ground for his 
transfer, victimize, harsh, spoil his image in the eyes of the 
staff, higher authorities of the bank, the general public so 
as to remove him from bank service. Indquiry was ordered. 
The inquiry officer and presenting officer were appointed 
by the AGM Region-Ill whereas disciplinary authority 
would have made these appointments. All the witnesses 
were officer of the bank who got loan from the bank. The 
inquiry officer allowed the presenting officer to produce 
WIO through the course of cross-examination of PWl 
despite the repeated objection. The workman was not 
allowed to complete the cross-examination of PWl0. The 
inquiry officer was prejudiced and acted with biased attitude 
being partial to the management. The workman was not 
allowed proper hearing and principle of natural justice was 
not adhered to by the inquiry officer. Inquiry officer 
submitted his report to the AGM Region-Ill. His findings 
were based on conjectures, surmises and on suspicion 
who fully dependent upon the presenting officer and not 
applied its judicious mind. Disciplinary authority also did 
not take different view and did not consult the record of 
inquiry proceeding before awarding the punishment of 


removal of petitioner which deprived of the legitimate right 
of the workman. The workman was not allowed to take 
along with his defence representative during the personal 
hearing by the disciplinary authority. Appellate authority 
also did not consult the record of the inquiry and did not 
apply his independent mind and confirmed the illegal and 
unlawful decision of removal from service which is illegal, 
unjustified, arbitrary, ultravires and against the principle of 
natural justice and in violation of the bipartite settlement. 
The workman prayed that the inquiry may be vitiated and 
order of removal from Service may be set aside and the 
workman may be reinstated in service with all benefits 
including back wages. 

3. The management filed written statement. It is pleaded 
by the management that workman while working as Senior 
Assistant at Patel Nagar Hissar Branch committed certain 
acts of misconduct for which the charge-sheet dated 
17.07.2002 was served upon him by his disciplinary authority 
who is AGM Region-Ill State Bank of India General officer 
who was the controller of Bawali Branch. As his reply was 
not satisfactory, the disciplinary authority ordered for 
departmental inquiry and Sh. P.C. Mutrega, Senior Officer 
of the bank was appointed as inquiry officer who conducted 
the inquiry in a fair manner. The workman was given full 
opportunity to produce witness in his defence. On the 
findings of the inquiry officer the disciplinary authority 
decided to impose punishment of removal from service 
after affording him personal hearing. The appeal filed by 
the workman was also dismissed vide order 02.03.2004. 

4. It is also pleaded by the management that the charges 
which were proved against the workman were of very serious 
nature. Thus the punishment of removal from service was 
commensurate with the gravity of misconduct proved in 
the departmental inquiry. The transfer of the workman from 
Hissar Branch to Bawal Branch was as per the transfer 
policy of the bank. As the workman was given full 
opportunity during inquiry and inquiry was conducted 
adhering to the principles of natural justice and punishment 
was also proportionate with the gravity of misconduct. 
Therefore, the punishment of removal from service of the 
workman is not against the law, and it is prayed that 
reference may be rejected. 

5. The workman was served with charge sheet containing 
5 charges which are as under:— 

" 1. You on 02.11.2001 at about 6.30 RM. entered the 
branch premises in a drunken state, shouting and 
abusing. You abused the Branch Manager, used filthy, 
derogatory and un parliamentary language. When 
you were asked to leave the Branch Manager's cabin 
by Branch Manager, you not only refused to leave 
the room but also tried to man-handle the Branch 
Manager. You created unruly scene for about 15-20 
minutes and finally left the Branch Manager's cabin 
after spiting on the floor in front of the Branch 
Manager's table. 







2294 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


2. While leaving the branch premises, you pulled down 
shuter and bolted the shutter from outside, thereby, 
confining the officers' staff sitting inside the branch 
premises. The shutter was subsequently got opened by 
the neighboring shop keepers. 

3. You are habitual of using unparliamentary and filthy 
language with general public and customers. 

4. You did not perform allotted duties fully. You are 
habitual late comer and normally come to office around 
10.30 A.M. and leaving in between unauthorisedly and 
arriving after lunch break. On 18.01.2002, you had reported 
late marked your attendance time as 09.45 A.M. on a cross 
in red marked by Branch Manager on the attendance 
register on that day. 

5. You remained on leave/absent for a number of times 
without sanction of leave and without any leave application 
even as per detail given below: 


Period Total Days 


From 

To 


13.01.2001 

15.01.2001 

3 

07.12.2001 

07.12.2001 

1 

10.02.2001 

10.02.2001 

1 

03.03.2001 

04.03.2001 

2 

04.04.2001 

04.04.2001 

1 

11.04.2001 

11.04.2001 

1 

27.05.2001 

28.05.2001 

2 

02.06.2001 

03.06.2001 

2 

07.07.2001 

09.07.2001 

3 

22.07.2001 

22.07.2001 

1 

22.09.2001 

23.09.2001 

2 

26.09.2001 

28.09.2001 

3 

10.11.2001 

10.112001 

1 

15.11.2001 

15.11.2001 

1 

21.11.2001 

21.11.2001 

1 

30.11.2001 

30.11.2001 

1 

01.12.2001 

02.12.2001 

2 

09.12.2001 

09.12.2001 

1 

30.12.2001 

31.12.2001 

2 

12.01.2002 

13.01.2002 

2 

19.01.2002 

19.01.2002 

1 

10.02.2002 

10.02.2001 

1 


6. You had raised loans from various under noted co¬ 
operative societies and your total borrowings are in excess 
of permissible limit. 

(I) The Bank Staff Coop. Urban Se Thrift & credit 
Society Ltd. Hissar 

(H) The Hissar Gramin Kshetriya B ank Employees Co¬ 
op. Salary Earned T & C Society Ltd. Hissar. 

(TH) The Hissar Haryana Bank Employees Cooperative 
Urban (SE) T & C Society Ltd. Hissar. 

(TV) The Hissar Bank Employees Coop. Se T & C 
Society. Hissar. 

The above acts of omissions and commissions on your 
part, if proved, would amount to gross miconduct under 
the provisions of Para 521(4) (c), (e) & (j) of the Sastry 
Award and the 6th Bipartite Settlement." 

6. So far the issue of fairness of enquiry is concerned, 
this issue has already been decided by this Tribunal vide 
vide order dated 26.02.2015. The relevant part of order 
mentioned above is as under:— 

"From the record, it is revealed that charge sheet was 
received by the workman. He replied to the charge sheet. 
Finding the replies unsatisfied. Sh. S.S. Mutreja was 
appointed as inquiry officer. Management examined 
witnesses during the departmental inquiry. The workman 
was allowed to cross-examine the witnesses of the 
management and the workman in defence also produced 
witnesses in departmental inquiry. The inquiry officer 
submitted his report to the disciplinary authority. The 
disciplinary authority issued a show cause notice dated 
27.08.2003 to the workman. The workman was allowed 
personal hearing on 01.11.2003 by the disciplinary authority 
and upon considering the submissions of the workman, 
inquiry report and inquiry proceedings, the order of removal 
from service was passed by the disciplinary authority. The 
workman also filed appeal on 21.04.2004, and the appellate 
authority also provided personal hearing to the workman 
on 13.02.2004. After applying its mind, the appellate 
authority rejected the appeal of the workman on 04.03.2004. 
There is nothing on the record to show that the workman 
was not allowed any opportunity during the inquiry. The 
workman was allowed full opportunity to produce his 
evidence and to examine the witnesses of the management. 
The workman was also given personal hearing both by the 
disciplinary authority and the appellate authority and 
speaking order was passed by both of the authorities. The 
workman failed to point out any infirmity in the inquiry and 
in which way he was prejudiced by any action of the inquiry 
officer. Therefore, it is held that inquiry was conducted 
fairly and properly." 

7. On the issue of perversity and on quantum of 
punishment, despite opportunity, workman failed to lead 
any evidence. During proceedings, the learned 
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representative of the workman earlier appearing pleads no 
instructions. The representative of the management also 
made at statement that the management does not want to 
lead any evidence on perversity and quantum of 
punishment. 

8. As none appeared for the workman, the case was 
adjourned for arguments. Arguments of the learned 
representative of the management heard as none appeared 
for the workman. 

9. The learned representative of the management 
submitted in arguments that workman was charge sheeted 
on various counts for gross misconduct which includ 
entering the branch premises at 6.30PM in drunken state, 
shouting and abusing the branch manager using filthy 
and derogatory and un parliamentary language and creating 
unruly scenes and finally left the cabin of the manager 
after spitting on the floor in front of the branch manager 
and while leaying pulled down the shutter and bolter the 
shutter from outside confining the officers and staff sitting 
inside which was subsequently opened by the neighboring 
shopkeepers, workman was charged for not performing 
allotted duties and remaining on leave/absent the detail of 
which has been given in earlier paras for which the workman 
was charge sheeted. Enquiry officer was appointed and 
detailed enquiry was conducted in which the workman was 
given full opportunity of defence. Vide this Tribunal's 
order dated 26.2.2015 the enquiry was held to be fair and 
proper. From the record it is revealed that enquiry officer 
conducted the enquiry and on charge No. 1 management 
produced as many as four witnesses who deposed that the 
workman entered the branch on 2.11.2001 at 6.30PM 
shouting and abusing in drunken state and used 
unparliamentary language, creating unruly scene in the 
branch and tried to manhandle the branch manager and spit 
on the floor in front of the branch manager's table. In defence 
the workman produced as many as two witnesses and 
himself. One of witness stated that he examined the workman 
at 5.30PM in his clinic and the workman was running 
temperature of 104 degree and he was advised rest but the 
above witness failed to show any entry in his register stating 
that the register was burnt by this rivals. This witness also 
admitted that he gave some medicines which smell like 
alcohol. It is stated by the witnesses that went to Patel Nagar 
branch to take leave. There is no reason to disbelieve the 
version of witnesses of the management during enquiry 
proceedings. Therefore, the enquiry officer rightly held the 
charge No. 1 proved against the workman. 

10. As regard the charge No. 2 is concerned the 
management during enquiry produced four witnesses who 
have deposed that it was workman who while leaving the 
branch pull down the shutter and bolted it from outside 
and Mr. Sanjay Kumar who appeared as PW-5 in enquiry 
proceedings categorically stated that it was the workman 
who pull down the shutter and bolted it from outside and 
later on this PW-5 Sanjay Kumar opened the shutter. From 


the above the charge No. 2 was rightly proved against the 
workman by the enquiry officer. 

11. As regard the charge No. 3 is concerned the 
management produced PW-10 Sushma Rani and workman 
produced DW-1 to DW-18 in his defence who are the 
customer of the bank and DW-19 who is the official of the 
bank. The workman during the proceedings before this 
Tribunal produced Smt. Sushma Kumari who was also bank 
witness W/o Sudharshan Kumar who appeared as PW-10 
during enquiry. The above Smt. Sushma Kumari appeared 
as WW1 in this Tribunal stated in cross-examination that 
she does not know about the case and the son of workman 
asked her to come to the court. She stated that she did not 
read the affidavit dated 12-8-2005 before signing it. She 
never gone before any authority to verify and attested the 
affidavit. In view of the above the enquiry officer rightly 
proved the charges against the workman. 

12. As regard the charge No. 4 is concerned the 
management produced documents P-15,16,17,18 andP-1, 
6, 8 to proved the charges. Ex. P-15 to P-18 are the office 
order. The DW/22 during cross-examination confirmed 
having posted the vouchers of the previous day left by the 
workman. The management also produced Ex. P-6 which is 
memo No. 4 dated 18.10.2002 in which the workman was 
charged for generally come late in office, leave in between 
and take lunch up to 4 P.M. The management also produced 
Ex.P-5 which is a complaint against the workman by some 
customer of the branch. Ex. P-8 is memo dated 5-11-2001 
serve to the workman to which neither workman replied 
nor refuted the charges DW-19 who is a part time sweeper 
of the branch also deposed during enquiry that workman 
used to come office at 10/10-30 a.m. The workman failed to 
produced any documents/witnesses to deny the charges. 
Therefore, the enquiry officer rightly held that charge No. 
4 proved against the workman. 

13. As regard the charge No. 5 is concerned the management 
during enquiry produced leave record of the workman which 
revels that workman proceeded on leave without apphcation 
for 22 times from 13-1-2001 to 10-2-2002. The enquiry officer 
fairly observed that as branch manager despite workman going 
on leave without any apphcation for 22 times never delivered 
any letter pointing his misconduct, the charge was partially 
proved by the enquiry officer. 

14. As regard charge No. 6 is concerned the management 
produced Ex. P-9 to P-12 which are deduction hst from salary 
of the four societies. And P-19 shows total deductions of 
various loans raised by the workman. The workman 
produced two letters but it is clear from the above documents 
that percentage of deduction each much more to which the 
workman not refuted the charge and the enquiry officer 
rightly proved the charge against the workman. 

15. From the above it is revealed that all the charges 
from 1 to 4 and 6 were fully proved against the workman 
and charge No. 5 was partially proved. All these charges 
were serious is nature. 
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16. The learned counsel for the management relied on 
the case laws 2008(5)SLR 214 Usha Breco Mazdoor Sangh 
Vs. Management of M/s. Usha Breco Ltd. And another, 
2006(4) SLR 47 P.D. Aggarwal Vs. State Bank of India (SC), 
2005(2) RSJ 542 (SC) Mahindra andMahindraLtd. Us. N.B. 
Naravade, 2008(3) RSJ 15 Roop Chand Verma Us. Industrial 
Tribunal. 

17. From the facts and circumstances of the case and 
taking into consideration the discussion in forgoing paras, 
all the charges except charge No. 5 proved against the 
workman. The workman was guilty of serious misconduct 
and following the ratio laid down by the Hon'ble Supreme 
Court and Hon'ble High Court, on the basis of above 
findings, the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

18. The reference is disposed off accordingly. Central 
Govt, be informed. Soft as well as hard copy be sent to the 
Central Govt, for publication. 

Chandigarh 
Dt. 12-05-2015 

S. P. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
14 2015 
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New Delhi, the 14th May, 2015 

S.O. 1058. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.8/2003) of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneshwar as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of UCO Bank and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/184/2002-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

Present: Shri Pradeep Kumar, 

Presiding Officer, C.GI.T.-cum-Labour Court, 
Bhubaneswar. 


Industrial Dispute Case No. 8/2003 
L-12012/184/2002-IR(B.n) dated 17.03.2003 
Date of Passing Award-9th Day of January, 2015 
Between: 

The Regional Manager, 

UCO Bank, Ashok Nagar, Unit-2, 

Bhubaneswar!Orissa)-751009 ... 1st Party-Management. 

And 

Shri Benudhar Behera, 

At-Krushnakumarpur, 

PO-Kaimati, Dhenkanal, Orissa... 2nd Party-Workman 

Appearances: 

1. None ... For the 1 St Party- 

Management 

2. Shri Benudhar Behera ... For the 2nd Party-workman 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour & 
Employment has referred the present dispute existing 
between the employer in relation to the Management of 
UCO Bank, Ashok Nagar Branch, Bhubaneswar, Odisha, 
and their workman Shri Benudhar Behera in exercise of the 
powers conferred under clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act vide their Letter No. L-12012/184/2002 - IR(BII), dated 
17.03.2003 to this Tribunal for adjudication. The dispute as 
referred to has been mentioned under the schedule of the 
order of reference which is quoted below. 

"Whether the action of the Management of UCO 
Bank, in relation to their Rasol Branch, Dhenkanal in 
imposing the punishment of Dismissal from services 
of Shri Benudhar Behera, Clerk-cum-Cashier, w.e.f. 
4.6.1999 is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to?" 

2. The 2nd Party workman Shri Benudhar Behera (herein 
after referred to as "the workman") who happened to be an 
employee of the UCO Bank, Rasol Branch, Dhenkanal has 
filed his Statement of Claim and rejoinder along with certain 
documents detailing therewith the illegality committed by 
the 1st party management Bank (hereinafter referred to as 
"the management") in conducting a departmental 
proceeding against him on the charges of misappropriation 
of public money and imposing the punishment of dismissal 
from services of the workman by keeping a blind eye and a 
deaf year towards the plights of the workman. The workman 
also received the same result when he made an appeal 
before the appellate authority. The workman pleaded for 
his innocence as he had never misappropriated the 
depositors money. The workman has further stated that 
the real culprit of this issue is the then branch manager 
Late Shri Sankarsana Maharana, who was committing all 
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such crimes through the workman hy threatening him of 
serious actions if the workman did not co-operate him. 

3. The workman as stated in his plaint had intimated the 
fact of irregularities committed by Shri Maharana to the 
higher authorities. The workman also intimated this fact to 
one Shri Rabindra Kumar Patnaik, the then Branch Manager 
of Rasol Branch. Shri Patnaik undertook the verification of 
the matter and found the complaint of the workman to be 
genuine. Accordingly, Shri Patnaik intimated the fact to the 
vigilance cell of the bank basing upon which a vigilance 
enquiry was conducted by the bank in respect of the 
misappropriation and found that late Shri S. Maharana to 
be the real culprit in the matter. The workman therefore, 
prayed for an order of his reinstatement with full back wages 
w.e.f. 4.6.1999 by declaring the punishment imposed upon 
him as illegal and unjustified and to treat his suspension 
period as on duty. 

4. The management on the other hand filed his written 
statement countering therewith the statements made by 
the workman in his statement of claim. On finding the 
workman involved in the misappropriation of depositors 
money, he was charge sheeted and a departmental 
proceeding was conducted against him fairly and properly. 
At last, the workman was dismissed from services by the 
disciplinary authority. The management also further stated 
that since the management had taken proper action against 
the workman after following due procedure, this Tribunal 
has no scope to interfere into the same and accordingly 
the reference is to be answered in favour of the management 
by disentitling the workman for any relief. 

5. The management further contended that the bank 
has lost confidence on the 2nd Party for his proved 
misconducts for which the management had rightly 
punished the workman with his dismissal from services. 
Accordingly, the same does not call for the interference of 
this Tribunal in exercise of it's powers conferred under 
Section 11-Aofthe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

6. The following issues were framed by my predecessor:- 

(a) Whether the reference is maintainable? 

(b) Whether the domestic enquiry held by the 
Management against the 2nd Party Workman was 
fair and proper? 

(c) Whether the action of the Management 
dismissing the workman Shri Benudhar Behera is 
justified? 

(d) If not, to what relief the workman is entitled? 

7. The 2nd party examined himself as the workman 
witness No. 1 and Shri Rabindra Kumar Pattanaik as 
workman witness No. 2. The management examined Shri 
Arun Kumar Misra as the management witness No. 1 and 
exhibited 09 (nine) documents. The workman relied upon 


the documents filed by him alongwith his statement of 
claim. The management had already filed it's written notes 
of arguments. Since the representative of the management 
did not appear for oral arguments, I have heard oral 
arguments from the side of the workman only. 

FINDINGS 

Issue No. 1 

8. The Admittedly, the establishment of the management 
is an industry within the meaning of Section 2(j) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (herein after referred to as 
"the Act") and the dispute of illegal punishment of dismissal 
of the workman by the management as alleged is an 
industrial dispute within the meaning of Section 2(k) of the 
Act. The work performed by Shri Benudhar Behera in the 
bank prior to his dismissal was clerk-cum-cashier, which 
satisfies the conditions laid down under Section 2(s) of the 
Act to treat Shri Behera as a workman. Upon aggrieved 
with the imposition of alleged illegal punishment, the 
workman raised the dispute before the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar for an amicable 
settlement of the matter. Since no settlement could be arrived 
at, the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central, 
Bhubaneswar referred the matter to the Ministry of Labour 
& Employment, Government of India, New Delhi being the 
appropriate Government for consideration and hence this 
reference. Hence, on the above counts, it is a established 
fact that the reference is maintainable. Issue No. I is 
answered accordingly. 

Issue No. 2 

9. In so far as the procedure followed in the conduction 
of the domestic enquiry against the workman, the same 
has been done fairly and properly. But, it appears that 
neither the report of the enquiry officer not the action of 
the disciplinary authority in the dismissal of the workman 
is fair and proper and hence not justified as the statement 
made by the witnesses of the management during the 
departmental proceedings have not been considered or 
interpreted properly. Thus, this Tribunal is compelled to 
invoke Section 11-A of the Act in this matter to deal with 
the actions of the management. The management witness 
No. 1 and the customers of the bank whose money is 
misappropriated, during the course of departmental 
proceedings have stated that Shri Behera (the workman) is 
innocent and the act of misappropriation was actually done 
by late Shri Sankarsana Maharana, then Branch Manager 
of the bank. Late Shri S. Maharana also wrote the bank 
management about his direct involvement in the act of 
misappropriation and termed the workman as innocent. The 
enquiry officer as well as the disciplinary authority have 
overlooked the same and punished the innocent workman. 
Therefore, it is crystal clear to say that the domestic enquiry 
conducted against the workman by the management is not 
fair and proper. Issue No. 2 is answered accordingly. 
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Issue No. 3 

10. It is an admitted fact that the alleged act of 
misappropriation of depositors money was duly 
investigated by the vigilance cell of the management on 
the report of Shri Rabindra Kumar Jena, then Branch 
Manager of Rasol Branch of the bank. The vigilance officers 
in their report have stated the involvement of late Shri S. 
Maharana, then branch manager for misappropriation of 
public money and declared Shri Benudhar Behera as 
innocent. The workman was the management witness in 
the CBI Case bearing No. R.C. -12/99 which was instituted 
against the above matter of misappropriation. The learned 
CBI court in his judgement declared Shri S. Maharana to be 
the real culprit andShri Benudhar Behera as innocent. 

11. Also, the management witness and othe witnesses 
have clearly stated in their deposition before the enquiry 
officer in the departmental proceedings about the innocence 
of the workman. There were also supportive documents 
lying with the management which proves the innocence of 
the workman. But, it appears that the management 
suppressed those materials and imposed the punishment 
of dismissal of the workman which is a clear act of 
victimization done vindictively. The act of the management 
is a clear act of colourable exercise of the employer's rights. 
The management is therefore, not justified in imposing the 
punishment of dismissal of the workman Issue No, 3 is 
answered accordingly. 

Issue No. 4 

12. The management is therefore, ordered to reinstate 
the workman back into his services with the payment of 
full wages to him since the date of dismissal of the workman, 
that is from 04.06.1999 till the date of reinstatement of the 
workman treating the period of suspension periods of the 
workman as on duty. It is also further ordered that the 
entitled amounts of back wages are to be paid to the 
workman within a period of 03 (three) months from the date 
of publication of award in the Gazette of Inddia failing which 
the management shall pay interest @ percent simple interest 
per annum till the date of such disbursements. Issue No. 4 
is answered accordingly. 

13. The reference is answered accordingly against the 
1 St party management Bank. 

Dictated and corrected by me. 

PRADEEP KUMAR, Presiding Officer 

15 2015 

^.3Tr. 1059.—4101 

1948 ( 1948 ^ 34) ^ tJRI 91-^ ^ THSl 88 ^ 

4)KlsllHl/7SlPRT3Tf ^ pH^rOd 4i4^irf4I ^ ^ ^ 


cfl^ ^ ^ ^ ^ %T3; I 

2. ^ rdHPcrlPlsId ?RTf ^ 3TsjpR f; 3T8lfip:- 

(1) ■'pfel T«1FR <+4 ^k 1 rd4lPdd t, fP^Wf 

^ 4)4^iP<4f ^ ^ afk 

(2) cb4^l(l^34i[fWT^31?#q 

W ^51^714 Pd d 44 

?171^ tl4 44 clTTtTI Tf 

71^ 3iWTl ^ 31T?4R RT ^41^ fl ^ t; 

(3) ^RTRr31Rp?4^%T, 4Pd44^3lpR^Rf^ ^pRlR 
^ ^ cfl 4 RTR71R# PrIR; RTT44; 

(4) RRR 4)K1sI| 4/T«1TRRTRR Pd4l^4) RR 31 rPrr4rTRR 
PRITI^ ^TH R7T 4iKl2ll4/T«nRRT RT RRR srftqfRRR 
(Pd4 1714 5'H4) RYRRf cS4d 3TRf4 RlfT RRT %) 
RdJoH 81 t 47T P44<PJ|4i, 44 rI?r 4347 441 PlP^lP4i4l 
Tifer 4 rt Rft 4 i44k1 tdr 44tt (titrttri) PiPhro, 

1950 ^ 31441 r4 rrr 3irPr r4 rrr 44t 3i4P^ 

(5) fRRR ^ RRR 4 i4r|(1 TDR rPrT SlptqpRRR r4 RTTT 
45 r4rR-RT7I (1) ^ 3i44t frgRR pRlRT RRT R4f 
OWlP^4i'g7^3lpR41T4RTf4RRRR1^f4f4RRrf4R^ 

31^ RRRlfl 

(i) R17T 44 r4rR-R17I (1) ^ 3i44t, RRR 31RpR 
r 4 RTRR R^ %74 fRRlRT r 4 PlP^|4i4f r4 

TlcRlfqR R174 ^ RRDRTSp; 31«1RT 

(ii) 3lpRpdPt)Rd 4174 ^ y4l^Hl4 PRI 4 i4ri(1 
TUR RpfR (71TRT7RI) PRplRH, 1950 ^ RRT 
314P^ fP^Ail 3fk 3lpR#!l 31RpR ^ f^lT 
7ltR4 4'RTR#;'RT 

(iii) 3lpRpdPi(Rd R174 ^ r4DF1t 4 pRl 4)4 rk1, 
PdRl^Ri ^ f44 RT RR RRR^ r 4, f^ni^ 
R17T7RRR 171 3lpR7pRRT ^ 31?4 r rP Rn 7# 
■f, RRIR 4 sfR RR 4 Rr4 RR 1R1RR RRl 

^31T%'RTR^;'RT 

(iv) R13lpRf4RRRR174^RRDlRT4fRlR7131RpR^ 
^TFT, RR RRR R117in4 ^ 7RR 4 SlptqpRRR ^ 
RRRR R^ 4, 44 PRR# RRRRp RR Sl^qRFT 
pRlRT RRT RT RT Rif, fRRlTTflRR RR4 R174 4 
%r;7irirr4rt:- 

(Rl) RRIR RT 3117FT iRRlRRl 4 3 i4^ R17RT 1r 1 
Ri r 4 474 RTnRR4 4 fR4 rr4rr 

RT 3RR RRRt 4 31TRRRR17TR11RT t; 31RRT 






















































































[^II—3(ii)] 


23, 2015AJ^ 2, 1937 


2299 


CH) 31iyH ^srfir^#T, 

r^liyl ^^gpHT, <+|i|idi|^SRfqfeR 

^%?Tt ^ '97 31^ 3fk 

■R’TRt ^ ^ fe ^ 

^ PHifl^H 3ik ^ ^ 

#1IT, affr 3T^ 

M W ^ 3T^ ■q^SjRt ^ ^ 

3ik -cRt^ ^ ^H-qoid ^ 

^ 3 H|cH)A|c(, f; 7^ 

(7T) 3f«qR^ srrfFT Pidl'^-* 3#q^ 

^ ^ %7d ^qfer ^ 

chKlsIld, WW, ^qF#PT ^ SRT ■qftm 
W wq, ^ pcli^oiiy ^ ^ ypckl^ckl 

^TRiJTtfe^'+d^ld t, ^q^TlT; ^ 

i^) ^-qoKlsIld, WRT, <+|i|fdi|^3T^'qfeT!: 
^ Tit TTiq %Tt TftiTST, #!IT ^ ^ 3T^ 
clWlt^^Hclid ^'t|K<+<HI^^;gT^#TT; 

(^ ^«nft«qfftcr sRf !^iP=kt4i ^ TPfm i 

6. ftftt?I/ftTFt^T!TJT ^ -g^ ^ T^: t^ ^ 

^miTTt 3pk cR ^ TiftwT ^ ^ tg Trgfef TTT^ ^ sr^Tift 

[Ti°'031-38014/7/2013-TTTn3^-I] 

3T3PTT#i^, SRTTrf^ 

New Delhi, the 15th May, 2015 

S.O. 1059.—In exercise of the power conferred by 
Section 88 read with Section 91-A of the Employees' State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby exempts the regular employees of factories/ 
establishments of Bhillai Steel Plant of SAIL from the 
operation of the said Act. The exemption shall be effective 
from the date of issue of notification for a period of one 
year. 

2. The above exemption is subject to the following 
conditions namely:- 

(1) The aforesaid establishments wherein the 
employees are employed shall maintain a register 
showing the name and designations of the 
exempted employees'; 

(2) Not withstanding this exemption, the employees 
shall continue to receive such benefits under the 
said Act to which they might have become entitled 
to on the basis of contributions paid prior to the 
date from which exemption granted by this 
notification operates; 

(3) The contributions for the exempted period, if 
already paid, shall not be refundable; 


(4) The employer of the said factory/establishment 
shall submit in respect of the period during which 
that factory was subject to the operation of the 
said Act (hereinafter referred as the said period), 
such returns in such forms and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the 
said period under the Employees' State Insurance 
(General) Regulations, 1950; 

(5) Any Social Security Officer appointed by the 
Corporation under sub-section (1) of Section 45 
of the said ESI Act or other official of the 
Corporation authorized in this behalf by it, shall, 
for the purpose of:- 

(i) Verifying the particulars contained in any 
returned submitted under Sub-Section (1) of 
Section 44 for the said period; or 

(ii) Ascertaining whether registers and records 
were maintained as required by the 
Empoloyees' State Insurance (General) 
Regulations, 1950 for the said period; or 

(iii) Ascertaining whether the employes continue 
to be entitled to benefits provided by the 
employer in cash and kind being benefits in 
consideration of which exemption is being 
granted under this notification; or 

(iv) Ascertaining whether any of the provisions 
of the Act had been complied with during the 
period when such provisions were in force in 
relation to the said factory to be empowered 
to:- 

(a) require the principal or immediate 
employer to him such information as he 
may consider necessary for the purpose 
of this Act; or 

(b) at any reasonable time enter any factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
occupied by such principal or immediate 
employer at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such inspector or 
other official and allow him to examine 
accounts, books and other documents 
relating to the employment of personal 
and payment of wages or to furnish to 
him such information as he may consider 
necessary; or 

(c) examine the principal or immediate 
employer, his agent or servant, or any 
person found in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises 
or any person whom the said inspector 
or other official has reasonable cause to 
believe to have been an employee; or 
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(d) make copies of or take extracts from any 
register, account book or other document 
maintained in such factory, 
establishment, office or other premises, 

(e) exercise such other powers as may be 
prescribed. 

(6) In case of disinvestment/corporatization, the 
exemption granted shall become automatically 
cancelled and then the new entity will have to 
approach the appropriate Government for 
exemption. 

[No.S-38014/7/2013-SS-I] 
AJAY MALIK, Under Secy. 
19 2015 

■^.3Tr. 1060 .—slkinido 1947 (1947 

^ ^ sfk c(,4<+k1 ^ 
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SlftROT atTT^|i||dA|, 4hdK^'9^(4/2004) RdolRlId 4)<d1 
14/05/2015 ^Wf31T«TT I 

[# 11^-12012/187/2003 -3h|31R ( ^-II) ] 

tRl 3lf?Rn7t 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1060. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref.4/2004) of the Cent.Govt. 
Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-Bangalore as shown in 
the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of Union Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/187/2003-IR(B-II)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESWANTHPUR, BANGALORE—560 022 

DATED : 18 th February, 2015 

PRESENT Shri S.N. Navalgund 

Presiding Officer 

CRNo. 04/2004 

IParty IlParty 

Sh. K. Satishchandra Shetty, The Deputy General 
Kamala Nivas, Majeela Manager, 

Colony, Jeppur Seminary, Union Bank of India, Zonal 


Kankanady, Office, Chandrakiran, 10/A- 

Mangalore- 575002 Kasturba Road, PB. No. 

5179, 

Bangalore—560 001 

Appearances: 

I Party : Shri M Keshavayya, 

Advocate 

II Party Shri T Thippesh, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12012/187/ 
2003-IR(B-II) dated 19.01.2004 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub- 
Section2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 
has made this reference for adjudication with following 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Union 
Bank of India in dismissing the service of Shri 
Satishchandra Shetty, workman of Union Bank of 
India, Bunder Branch, Mangalore w.e.f. 13.7.1999 is 
legal and justified? If not, what relief the workman is 
entitled to?" 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
04/2004 when notices were issued to both the sides, they 
entered their appearance through their respective 
advocates and I party filed claim statement on 18.06.2004 
asserting that there was gross-violation of princples of 
natural justice in conducting the Domestic Enquiry and 
that the enquiry finding charge is proved is not based on 
any evidence and that the punishment imposed is also 
disproportionate to the alleged misconduct, inter-alia, the 
II Party filled its counter statement on 10.02.2005 asserting 
that the Domestic Enquiry was conducted following all the 
principles of natural justice and as the CSE/I Party 
voluntarily confessed to the charges the Enquiry Officer 
was justified in submitting his finding the charge as proved 
and for such misconduct the punishment of dismissal being 
just and proper there is no need to interfere either in the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer or in the punishment imposed. 

3. My learned predecessor having regard to the certain 
allegations made in the claim statement touching the 
Domestic Enquiry by framing a Preliminary Issue as to : 

"Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the 
I Party by the I Party is fair and proper?" 

receiving the evidence of both sides and hearing arguments 
by his order dated 19.01.2007 held the Domestic Enquiry 
conducted against the I Party by the II Party is not fair and 
proper called upon the II Party to substantiate the charge 
levelled against the I Party. Persuant to the said order the 
learned advocate appearing for the II Party while filling the 
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affidavit of Sh. Chandrashekar Moolya who was the Branch 
Manager of Mangalore Bunder Branch at the relevant time 
of the incident covered in the charge sheet and examined 
him on oath as MW 2 and in his examination he referred to 
the Charge Sheet issued to the I Party dated 19.03.1998; 
Complaint allegedly received from Sh. Kunhi Monu the SB 
Account holder No. 6160 dated 10.02.1998; ledger extract 
of the SB Account; Passbook pertaining to that SB Account 
Report given by MW 1 to the controlling office; three letters 
written by MW 1 to the Regional Office dated 11.02.1998, 
13.02.1998 and 09.05.1998; FD receipt issued in favour of 
Mr. Kunhi Monu for a sum of Rs. 22000.00 allegedly by I 
Party with a forged signature of the Branch Manager; 
receipt regarding remittance of the Rs. 25000.00 allegedly 
by the I Party; debit slip in respect of that remittance; 
Cheque returned memo in respect of Cheque allegedly 
issued by the I Party dated 04.03.1998; extract of SB account 
No. 2799 of the I Party which were marked as Ex M-6, Ex M- 
13,ExM-14,ExM-15,ExM-16,ExM-17,ExM-18,ExM-19, 
Ex M-20, Ex M-21, Ex M-22, Ex M-23, Ex M-24 and Ex M25 
respectively while recording the evidence on the Preliminary 
issue. INTERALIA, the learned advocate appearing for 
the I Party after cross-examining MW 2 while filling the 
affidavit of the I Party workman examining him on oath as 
WW 1 closed his side without getting any documents 
exhibited. Subsequently, the learned advocate appearing 
for the I Party by filing an application seeking permission 
to lead further evidence when it was allowed filed the 
affidavit of Sh. Kunhi Monu, the SB Account Holder No. 
6160 but failed to bring him and examine as such his 
evidence is not available either to the I Party or the II Party. 

4. With the above evidence, the learned advocates 
appearing for both sides filled their written arguments. 

5. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

6 . The I Party while serving as Sub-staff/Attender at 
Bunder, Mangalore Branch of the II Party was served with 
charge sheet as under: 

"Charge Sheet 

It is reported that Shri Satish Shatty has committed the 
following act of omission and commission while working 
as Sub-staff, Mangalore (M) Branch. 

Shri M. Y. Kunhi Monu one of the customer is 
maintaining a SB a/c No. 6160 which was opened on 2-7-94 
with Managalore (M) Branch. This account was introduced 
by Satish Shetty. 

On 10-2-98 Shri Kunhi Monu had remitted Rs. 500/- to 
his SB Account and produced his pass book for updating 
the entry. On verifying the pass book/record of the branch 
it has been observed that many entries appearing in pass 
book have not been reflected in the ledger account. On 
verifying the records it is observed that the party had 
remitted small amount on various dates on 112 occassions 


to the said account and the party used to make payment to 
Shri Satish Shetty at his house and at times in the branch 
and Shri Shetty himself used to make relevant entries in the 
passbook. However, as per the branch ledger account there 
are only 13 entries. The balance outstanding in the account 
as of 10-2-98 was Rs. 540.21 whereas there were 112 entries 
in the pass book showing the balance outstanding as 
Rs. 2141/- after transaction made from the date of the 
opening of the account. It has also been observed that the 
lumpsum amount was transferred to term deposit on 3 
occassions. Shri Shetty used to make relevant entries in 
the pass book of the customer. However, remittances were 
not accounted for in the books of the branch. When the 
balance was accumulated in the pass book Shri Shetty 
induced the party to transfer the amount to fixed deposit in 
order to get advantage of higher interest for which he has 
unauthorisedly taken some of the bank leaves of the fixed 
deposit receipts block and issued a fixed deposit receipt 
for a amount of Rs. 10000/- on 14-8-95. the said deposit 
entry does not figure in the books of the branch. The 
proceeds of the said EDR on maturity aggregating to 
Rs. 11100/- was transferred to SB Account on 12-8-96 and 
on the same day an amount of Rs. 18000/- was transferred 
to EDR Account. An amount of Rs. 18900/- being the 
proceeds of EDR + interest was credited to the SB Account 
and the deposit for Rs. 22000/- was issued on 17-11-97 for 
6 months. It is also observed that Shri Shetty had also 
issued forged and unauthorised FDR. 

It is also reported that he has issued a cheque bearing 
No. 134013 dated 3-3-98 forRs. 3450/- favouring Tyre Trely 
without maintaining sufficient balance in account with 
Magalore (M) Branch. Therefore, the cheque was returned 
from Mangalore (M) Branch on 4-3-98 for the reason 
"Insufficient Funds". 

The aforesaid acts on the part of Shri Shetty amounts to 
the following misconduct: 

Gross Misconduct 

1. Doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the Bank 
involving seniours monetary loss to the Bank. 

Minor Misconduct 

1. Branch of any rules of business of the Bank. 

Shri Shetty is further informed that Shri S. N. Mehra, 
Deputy Manager (P), Regional Office, Bangalore is 
authorised to initiate further disciplinary action including 
that of departmental inquiry into aforesaid charges levelled 
against him. The date, time and place of the inquiry will be 
intimated directly by the Enquiry Officer/Disciplinary 
Authority in due course. If Shri Shetty so desires he may 
submit his explanation in the matter directly to the Enquiry 
Officer/Disciplinary Authority. 

Sd/- 

Disciplinary Authority" 
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and being not satisfied with the reply Domestic Enquiry 
was initiated by appointing Sh. S.N. Mehra as Enquiry 
Officer and Sh. S. Ramaswamy, Deputy Manager as 
Presenting Officer. The Enquiry Officer stating that CSE/I 
Party voluntarily made confession of the charges gave his 
findings the charge being proved. On the basis of that 
finding the Disciplinary Authority affording an opportunity 
of hearing to the CSE/I Party by his order dated 07.04.1999 
imposed the punishment of Dismissal from Service and on 
appeal by the CSE to Appellate Authority/Deputy General 
Manager(P) since he confirmed the same hy his order dated 
12.11.1999, the CSE approached ALC(C), Mangalore and 
he submitted FOC dated 29.08.2003 it resulted in this 
reference. 

7. Since this tribunal has held the Domestic Enquiry 
conducted by the II party by the 1 Party is not fair and 
proper and received the evidence of both the sides on 
merits, the points that now arises for my consideration are: 

Point No. I: whether the II party proved the charges 
levelled against the I Party? 

Point No. II: If yes, whether the punishment of Dismissal 
from service is disproportionate? 

Point No. Ill: What order/Award? 

8 . According to the management II Party it received a 
complaint from Sh. Kunhi Monu the SB Account Holder 
No. 6160 at its Bunder, Mangalore Branch dated 10.02.1998 
alleging that since 02.07.1994 he has been maintaining SB 
Account No. 6160 and that he used to send amount through 
Mr. Satish Shetty (CSE/I Party) to credit into his account 
and when there was much balance in his account as per 
advise of Sh. Satish Shetty he requested to transfer Rs. 
10000.00 to Fixed Deposit Account and subsequently on 
12.08.1996 he was informed hy Mr. Satish Shetty that the 
ED of Rs. 10000.00 being renewed for Rs. 11100.00 and 
subsequently by Rs. 18000.00 on 17.11.1997 and he also 
informed that a sum of Rs. 22000.00 being credited to his 
SB Account on 17.11.1997 and on that day when he verified 
his passbook entries with the ledger entries he could not 
see any debit or credit in his account and on verification of 
that complaint since it was observed that 112 entries of 
payments being made in the handwriting of the I Party in 
the passbook but as per the ledger entries there were only 
13 transactions and on enquiry with the I Party he refunded 
Rs. 25000.00 through Sundry Deposit Credit voucher dated 
14.02.1998 and thereby admitted having issued forged FDs 
etc. The I Party except that he did introduce Sh. Kunhi 
Monu at the time of opening the SB Account having denied 
all other allegations the evidence of Sh. Kunhi Monu alone 
could have established the charges alleged against the I 
Party. The II Party did not make any attempt to examine him 
and rest contended on the evidence of the then Branch 
Manager Sh. Chandrasekhar Moolya. Even the II Party 
failed to bring on record the evidence of handwriting expert 


to substantiate/prove the allegation that the entries in the 
pass book issued to Sh. Kunhi Monu and the ED receipts 
issued his favour were being in the handwriting of the I 
Party/CSE. Of course, the I Party who filed the affidavit of 
Sh. Kunhi Monu on 29.08.2012 though failed to examine 
him on oath that cannot go to the rescue of the II Party on 
whom the burden of proving the charge was lying heavily. 
Under the circumstances, I am of the considered view that 
II Party miserably failed to substantiate the first charge. 

9. As far as Charge No. 2 that I Party had issued a Cheque 
bearing No. 134013 forRs. 3450.00 favouring Sh. TyreTrely 
and the same returned for not maintaining sufficient balance 
on 04.03.1998 rest contended by producing a memorandum 
of Union Bank of India dated 04.03.1998 for returning 
cheque bearing No. 134013 for Rs. 3450.00 and extract of 
SB Account No. 2799 standing in the name of K Satish 
Chandra Shetty/I Party but on reading these two 
documents it is not possible to make out the Memorandum 
being in relation to the cheque issued by I Party on his 
account No. 2799 with Union Bank of India. Under the 
circumstanes, I am also of the opinion that II Party failed to 
substantiate the second charge as well. 

10. In view of my finding that II Party failed to 
substantiate the charges levelled against the I Party the 
punishment of Dismissal imposed do not sustain and he is 
entitle for reinstatment. Since the evidence of I Party that 
he is not gainfully employed after his dismissal from service 
by the II Party being not rebutted by placing any positive 
vidence except making bald suggestions in his cross- 
examination that he is gainfully employed he is also entitle 
for full backwages, continuity of service and all other 
consequential benefits that he would have received in the 
absence of the impugned punishment order of Dismissal. 
In the result, I pass the following : 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Union Bank of India in 
dismissing the services of Shri Satishchandra Shetty, 
workman of Union Bank of India, Bunder Branch, 
Mangalore w.e.f. 13.07.1999 is not legeal and justified and 
that he is entitle for reinstatment with full backwages, 
continuity of service and all other consequential benefits 
that he would have been entitle in the absence of the 
impugned punishment order of Dismissal. 

(Dictated U.D.C. transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 18th February, 2015) 

S.N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
19 2015 

■^.311. 1061.— sTkini-* r44K 3 iMwt 1947 (1947^ 
14) ^ 17 ^ 31 y<ci>K ^ 

^ 4,44,11] ^ ^ 31^?1 ff 

ri<<+K3l'k'l[i|ci, srfsmni/aiTT 















[^II—3(ii)] 


23, 2015AJ^ 2, 1937 


2303 


-4|i||di| 25/2011) 

t, 14.05.2015 ^311^13118111 

p3°T3:d-12012/90/2010-31l|31R (^-II)] 
Tf^ ^ITR, 3lf8R7Rt 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1061. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 25/2011) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/90/2010 - IR (B-H)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESWANTHPUR, BANGALORE - 560022 

Dated : 7thApril, 2015 

Present: 


Shri S.N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 


CRNo. 25/2011 

IParty IlParty 


Sh. Ravish Kumar, 

S/o K. V. Satyanarayana, 
No. 1031/A, 8th Cross, 
K. R. Puram, 
Hassan-573201 


The Manager (HR), 
Synidicate Bank, 
Nodal IR Cell, 
Regional Office, 
Udupi 


Appearances 

I Party : Self 

II Party : Sh. Ramesh Upadhayay 

Advocate 


AW/kRD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12012/90/ 
2010-IR(B-II) Dated 27.05.2011 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 
2(A) of Section 10 Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the punishment of dismissal imposed on 
Shri S Ravish Kumar, E. No. 431950, Stenographer by 
the management of Syndicate Bank vide order No. 
2521/ROM/PC/JBG dated 08/09/2008 is legal and 
justified? What are the reliefs/compensation the 
workman is entitled to?" 


2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in CR 
25/2011 when notices were issued to both the parties, I 
Party entered his appearance and filed claim statement on 
22.06.2011 and II Party entered its appearance through Sh. 
Ramesh Upadhyaya, Advocate and filed its counter 
statement on 30.08.2011 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

4. Sh. S. Ravish Kumar (hereinafter referred as I Party) 
while serving as Stenographer as Syndicate Bank 
(hereinafter referred as II Party) Hussan (Main) Branch 
was served with charge sheet dated 12.03.2007 as under: 

"Charge Sheet 

Your attention is drawn to letter No. 3243/ROM/COMP/ 
JBG dated 28.09.06 calling for your remarks on certain 
iregularities/lapses observed against you and your letters 
in response dtd. 8.11.2006 and 23.11.2006. 

It has been now decided to proceed further in the matter 
by charge sheeting you as under: 

That you have been working as a Stenographer at our 
Hssan (Main) Branch from 11.12.2000 to 05.09.2006. During 
the period of your working as such there have been certain 
serious allegations against you indicating that you resorted 
to acts/omissions detrimental to the interst of the Bank in 
addition to violating your duty/service conditions. 

The following are athe circumstances appearing against 
you in the matter. 

1. That you were entrusted with the following duties in 
the Office Order dated 16.04.2003. 


From 10.30 AM to 2.30 PM 


From 3.10 PM to 4.30 PM 


From 4.30 PM to 5.30 PM 


(a) Attending at May I 
Help you counter 

(b) Issue of withdrawal 
slip 

(c) Filling SB/Deposit A/c 
Opening forms 

(a) Typing 

(b) Statements and any 
other duties allotted from 
time to time. 

(a) Outside duties for 
canvassing business. 


That you have maintained two accounts in the branch 
i.e., SB a/c No. 34128 OD A/c 1193; that your wife Smt. 
Gayathri K S has maintained a SB A/c bearing No. 43677 at 
Hassan Main Branch; that your Co-brother Sri Shivaprakash 
has maintained SB A/c No. 42322 at Hassan Main Branch. 

II. That there has been a complaint from one Sri Deva 
Gowda, customer of the branch (SB A/c No. 13335) on 
27.04.2005 and thereafter a statment on 08.11.2005 alleging 
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against you that—when he approached the branch on 
07.09.2004 for making a FD on Rs. 32000/- in the name of his 
grand daughter you told him not to invest in FD Scheme of 
the Bank in the Branch as he would be getting monthly 
income of Rs. 2000/- if he invests the said amount in a 
scheme called National Federation of the Blind (NFB); You 
prepared a challan for purchasing a Drat for Rs.31581/- 
favouring NFB and ontained his signature for registering 
his name with the Federation; he did not receive any 
receipt either from you or from NFBI As he did not get any 
money/receipt he approached/enquired with you about 
refund of the money and you advised him not to talk about 
the investment and sent him out of the branch: It had come 
to his notice that you had sent the draft to NRF in your 
wife's name instead of sending the same as per the scheme 
by filling registration from in his name; when he met you 
after five months again to clarify his Dounts you took him 
to your house and opened your computer to show him his 
name in the books of account of NFB but you could not 
show him his name nor could get his name registered in 
the NFB; you have been inducing Hassan Branch 
Customers in the above said scheme in which you wife is 
also one of the members and getting lakhs of rupees as 
income and that you are resorting to mis-deeds and illegal 
business as a Bank employee. 

That there has been another complaint dtd 9.11.2005 by 
one Smt. Nagamma (SB a/c No. 41347) alleging against 
you that-she had availed a loan of Rs. 40000/-from the 
branch under PDS on the basis of her salary; you assured 
her that if she invests Rs. 31581/- out of the loan amount in 
NFB, in which you wife is a member, she will get Rs. 15.00 
lakhs from NFB; you sent the draft yourself to NFB assured 
her that you will get the amount multiplied as stated above 
but she did not get any money and thereby cheated her; 
when she approached you, you also threatened her of dire 
consequences. 

That it has been informed by Sri C. B. Byre Gowda, SB 
A/c No. 43754 that you canvassed him to be a member and 
in turn Sri Byre Gowda had canvassed Donations from 
Dr. R. Nagendra, Dy. Director, Veterinary Science, Hassan 
and Sri S. P. Fakshme Gowda working at Veterinary Hospital, 
Hassan and that Sri Byre Gowda closed his SB A/c as there 
was some pressure from you to invest his savings and 
earnings in in which your wife is involved; that you have 
reportedly visited Nursing College at Hassan, Rajeev 
Nursing Home and Many others such As Dr. Rajiv, Dr. 
Rathna, Sri Manjunath, Sri Ghouse Khan, Sri C Byre Gowda, 
etc., at their place and collected the Donation amounts. 

III. As against the above it has been observed that: 

(i) You have utilized the period of work not only for out 
Door duties entrusted to you but used business/office 
hours for canvassing business Donations from the branch 
customers to NFB on behalf of your wife. 


(2) SB A/c 43677 of your wife is briskly operated and 
credit to the extent of Rs. 19.17 lakhs were received during 
2004-05; almost all credit slips are in your handwritting 
indicating that you are going business of canvassing 
Donations to NFB from the customers of our Hassan 
Branch in the name of your wife and crediting the amount 
collected from the sutomers to your wife's account first 
and then sending the DDs to the NFB your wife is operating 
a SB a/c bearing No. 1164 at UTI, Bank, Hassan for receiving 
commissions from NFB. As many as 148 DD challans are 
found to be in your handwritting which account for DDS 
worth Rs. 33.08 lakhs for a period of 16 months from Sept. 
2003 to Dec. 2004 as furnished hereunder: 


Sl.No. 

No. of 
Slips 

Year 

Month 

Amount of DD 
(Canvassed) 
(Rs. in Lakhs) 

1 

1 

2003 

September 

0.32 

2 

6 

2003 

October 

1.16 

3 

3 

2003 

November 

0.24 

4 

11 

2003 

December 

0.94 

5 

10 

2004 

January 

1.16 

6 

21 

2004 

February 

3.10 

7 

30 

2004 

March 

3.03 

8 

12 

2004 

April 

1.21 

9 

7 

2004 

May 

0.63 

10 

6 

2004 

June 

0.47 

11 

6 

2004 

July 

0.60 

12 

6 

2004 

August 

0.81 

13 

20 

2004 

September 

16.88 

14 

3 

2004 

October 

0.65 

15 

4 

2004 

November 

1.52 

16 

2 

2004 

December 

3.36 


Total 



33.08 

(3) You have mainly induced the existing as well as 
prospective customer of the branch along with your co¬ 
brother Sri Shivaprakash to purchase Drafts out of the 
funds lying in SB/CA A/c or by tendering cash on reflected 
in the monthwise remittance particulars furnsihed below 
which amount to huge value of Rs. 56.68 lakhs within a 
period of twenty months from September 2003 to July 
2005: 

Sl.No. 

Year 

Month 

Amount of DD 
(Canvassed) 
(Rs. in Lakhs) 

1 

2003 

September 

1.39 

2 

2003 

October 

1.82 
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Sl.No. 

Year 

Month 

Amount of DD 
(Canvassed) 
(Rs. in Lakhs) 

3 

2003 

November 

0.65 

4 

2003 

December 

4.53 

5 

2004 

January 

1.96 

6 

2004 

February 

4.53 

7 

2004 

March 

5.43 

8 

2004 

April 

2.52 

9 

2004 

May 

1.48 

10 

2004 

June 

2.02 

11 

2004 

July 

2.13 

12 

2004 

August 

2.09 

13 

2004 

September 

21.80 

14 

2004 

October 

0.80 

15 

2004 

November 

2.63 

16 

2004 

December 

0.55 

17 

2005 

January 

0.21 

18 

2005 

February 

0.12 

19 

2005 

June 

0.02 

20 

2005 

July 

0.02 


Total 


56.08 


(4) From the above it has been revealed that you have 
been doing business of canvassing Donations of NFB in 
the name of your wife in association with your co-brother. 
There have been also withdrawals by transfer entries. 
Cheques from the account of the customers for purchasing 
drafts in favour of NFB. Sir Shivaprakash, your co-brother 
has also been depositing huge amounts and purchasing 
DDs in favours of NFB. The account numbers noted in the 
draft issued challans were those pertaining to him (SB 
42141) or to his wife Smt. Latha (SB A/c 42322) and you 
used to introduce Branch customers to Smt. Latha for 
canvassing Donations of NRF. In the process huge cash 
and cheques were deposited in her account also. 

(5) As per the correspondence relating to sharing the 
commission received from NEB for the Donations 
canvassed, it has been observed that your wife Smt. 
Gayathri K.S. has received commission of Rs. 1035485/- for 
the period from 01.09.2004 to 31.10.2004, Rs. 1035485/- for 
the month of November 2004 and Rs. 116386/- for December 
2004. She had been given Industrial Dispute No. 1092534 
while you Industrial Dispute No. being 48130, your father's 
(Shri Sathyanarayana) as 95256, you brother's (Shri Ambika 
Prasad) as Industrial Dispute No. 100485 and your sisters 
(Ms. Sudha) Industrial Dispute No. as 100404 thereby 


showing that all your family members were doing the same 
business. 

(6) From the foregoing, it is also observed that your 
wife has been maintaining the SB A/c in which huge cash 
amounts were deposited apprently canvassed from the 
Branch customers/outsiders, and DDs were sent to NFB 
either by debiting her account or out of cash collected/ 
remitted to the branch with her name/account numbers in 
the DD Slip, you were also depositing huge cash/cheques 
in both your accounts other than the salary apparently 
being the money collected from the customers/outsiders 
for credit to you/your wife's account as a first step, to be 
withdrawn later for purchase of DDs in the name of NFB in 
which you wife is a member; Your family member i. e ., wife 
co-brother, father, brother and sister are doing this business 
either independently or in the name of other family members 
and sharing the commission; you had prepared DD 
Challans, drafts (A/c. withdrawal slip) in respect of Sri Deva 
Gowda/Smt. Nagama but instead of sending DD purchased 
in their name, sent the same to NFB in the name of your 
wife and thereby abused your official position and acted 
detrimental to the interest of the Bank. 

IV. The following are the irregularities/lapsed observed 
against you in the matter: 

a. You have been doing the business of collecting 
Donations from the through the customers of our Hassan 
Branch and earned incentive/illegal income of Rs. 2.71 lakhs 
which is outside the scope of your employment/service 
conditions. 

b. There were unusual transaction in your SB and OD 
A/cs and the amount transacted were huge and beyond 
your salary and known source of income. 

c. You prepared the loan Documents of Smt. Nagamma 
(borrower) and lured her to invest the loan proceeds in the 
scheme formulated by NFB and prepared a Demand Draft 
of Smt. Nagamma (Loanee/complainant) and Shri Deve 
Gowda (Depositor/Complainant) and sent the DDs to NFB 
either to register the amount in your own name or in the 
name of Smt. Gayathre K S your wife. 

d. You have been doing the business of collecting 
donations from the through the customers on behalf of 
your other family members more particularly in your wife's 
name who received huge incentive on Rs. 17.13 lakh till 
date through she is basically a housewife without having 
any specific/confirmed job or business to earn such huge 
amount. 

e. By doing the business of collecting the Donations 
you have missed the official position/duties as marketing 
staff of the Branch and diverted more than half a crore of 
business of the Bank to NFB, an act which is not only 
detrimental to the interest of the Bank but also violative of 
your duty/service conditions. 
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The above lapses/irregularities being serious in nature 
and the acts/omissions being highly objectionable amount 
to misconducts under the provisions of Bipartite Settlement 
(MOS)dtd. 10.04.2002. 

You are therefore charged with the commission of gross 
misconducts of— 

"engaging in any trade or business outside the scope 
of your duties except with the permission of the Bank" 
vide clause No. 5(a) of MOS dt. 10.04.2002. 

AND 

"Doing any act prejudical to the interest of the Bank" 
vide clause No. 5(i) of MOS dt. 10.04.2002. 

A list of Documents and witness relied uponare annexed 
hereto and copies of such Documents are enclosed. 

You are requested to submit your explanation, if any, to 
this charge sheet within 7 days of its receipt. 

Your faithfully, 
Sd/- 

Asst. General Manager & 
Disciplinary Authority" 

5. Being not satisifed with the reply of the 1 Party dated 
04.04.2007 the Disciplinary Authority while appointing Sh. 
P Jagannatha Rao as Enquiry Officer and Sh. S. Sridhara 
Rao as Presenting Officer vide order dated 21.04.2007 
ordered to face him Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry Officer 
while securing the presence of CSE who appeared along 
with Sh.S. B. Saiprakash as Defence Representative after 
observing the formalities of preliminary hearing by consent 
marked MEx- 1 to MEx - 257 the detailed description of 
which are narrated in the Annexure, recorded the evidence 
of Sh. H.D. Sherigar, Investigating Officer as MW 1 for the 
management and marked DEx -1 to DEx - 27 the detailed 
description of which are narrated in the annexure in the 
cross-examination of MW 1 and statement of CSE 
concluding the enquiry receiving the written briefs of both 
the sides submitted his enquriy report dated 12.11.2007 all 
charges are being proved. Then the Disciplinary Authority 
while affording the opportunity of hearing imposed the 
punishment of Dismissal from service and on appeal the 
Appellate Authority as well giving an opportunity of 
hearing confirmed the order of the Disciplinary Authority 
and dismissed the appeal. Then the 1 Party approached 
the ALC(C), Hubh and as he submitted FOC dated 23.08.2010 
it resulted in this reference. 

6. On completion of the pleadings having regard to the 
certain allegations made in the claim statement while raising 
a Preliminary issus as to 

"Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 
Party by the II Party is fair and proper?" 

after receiving the evidence of both the sides the same has 
been answered in Affirmative i.e., the Domestic Enquiry 


held against the I Party by the II Party being fair and proper 
by order dated 12.09.2012 and thereafter the I Party by 
filing his affidavit led evidence being not gainfully employed 
after his Dismissal from Service the points that now arises 
for my consideration are: 

POINT NO. I: Whether the I Party demonstrates the 
finding of the Enquriy Officer the charge are proved being 
perverse necessitating the interference of this tribunal? 

POINT NO. II: If not, whether the punishment of 
Dismissal imposed by the Disciplinary Authority and 
affirmed by the Appellate Authority are proportionate to 
misconduct proved agaisnt I Party? 

POINT NO. Ill: What Order/Award? 

7. After the I Party led evidence being not gainfully 
employed and counsel for II Party submitted that he has 
no rebuttal evidence, I Party filed his written arguments 
whereas the learned advocate appearing for the II Party 
addressed his oral arguments. 

8. On appreciation of the charges levelled against the I 
Party with the oral and Documentary evidence placed on 
record in the Domestic Enquriy and the evidence of the I 
Party being not gainfully employed in the light of the 
arguments put forward by both the sides, my finding on 
Point No. 1 is in the affirmative and Point No. II and III are 
as pre final order for the following 

REASONS 

9. POINT NO. I: It is the specific case of the II Party that 
on a complaint dated 27.04.2005 received from 
Sh. Devegowda an SB Account Holder bearing No. 13335 
alleging that when he had been to the Bank for making a 
Fixed Deposit of Rs. 32000.00 in the name of his Grand- 
Daughter the I Party telling him not to invest in ED with the 
II party Bank and that the would be getting monthly income 
of Rs. 20000.00 if he invests the said amount in a Scheme 
called National Federation of the Blind (NEB) and prepared 
a challan for purchasing a draft for Rs. 31581.00 in his name 
favouring NEB and obtained his signature for registering 
his name with NEB and as he did not receive any receipt 
either from I Party or from NEB he asked the I Party to 
refund the money and inturn he advised him not to talk 
about the investment and sent him out of the branch and 
that it has come to his notice I Party had sent the draft to 
NEB in his wife's name instead of sending the same as per 
the scheme by filling the registration form in his name and 
again met the I Party after five months to clarify his 
doubts he took to his house to show him in 
the books of account of NEB in his computer but 
did not show him his name in the books of account 
of NEB in his computer but the I Party could not show 
him his name nor his name registered in NEB and 
he has been inducing Hassan Branch customers to invest 
money in the said Scheme wherein his wife is also one of 
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the member and getting lakhs of Rupees as income and 
subsequently another complaint dated 09.11.2005 of Similar 
nature by Smt. Nagamma SB Account Holder No 41347 
and another SB holder Sh. C. Byregowda, A/c No. 43754 
also informed that being canvassed by I Party he arranged 
for Donations from Dr. R Nagendra, Deputy Director, 
Veterinary Science, Hassan; Sh. S PLashme Gowda, working 
at Veterinary Hospital and he too closed his SB Account 
and invested his savings in that Scheme, getting 
investigated through Sh. H.D. Sherigar, this charge sheet 
came to be issued, the Enquiry Officer only on examination 
of Sh. H.D. Sherigar, Investigating Officer and with consent 
of the Defence Representative exhibiting 257 documents 
as MEx-1 to MEx-257 for the management which do consist 
of several alleged complaints and statement of the Bank 
Customers complaining inducement by the I Party to divert 
their investment in the NEB Scheme without the 
examination of the primary witnesses concluded the charges 
being proved. When it is the case of the II party that initially 
on a written complaint received from a SB Account Holder 
Sh. Devegowda they started investigation and later another 
complaint dated 09.11.2005 by Smt. Nagamma and oral 
information by Sh. Byregowda, holder of SB A/c No.45334 
were recived in the absence of the examination of such 
primary witnesses i.e., complainants and the other 
customers said to have came out with a version that they 
were induced by the I Party to divert their investment and 
investment to be made in the II Party Bank towards NEB 
Scheme being not at all testified only on the statement of 
the Investigation Officer they have stated before him in 
such a fashion ought not to have been relied upon. The 
fact that certain bank customers were induced by the 
I Party to divert their investment and investments to be 
amde in the II Party bank towards NEB Scheme by the 
I Party it is a matter that could be spoken to only by such 
customers and the evidence of the Investigating Officer 
that they have confirmed before him during the 
investigation being induced to divest their investment 
cannot be a primary evidence and could not be believed in 
the absence of such complainants and informers testified 
themselves in the enquiry. Only because some of the 
challans for obtaining the DD, loan Documents of some of 
the customers are in the handwriting of the I Party it cannot 
be concluded that he induced such customers to divest 
their investment and investments to be made in the II Party 
bank towards NEB Scheme. Since it is the version of the II 
Party itself he who was entrusted with the duties of 
attending at 'May I Help You counter, issue of withdrawal 
slip, filling SB a/c opening forms in the first hour of the 
bank it is natural when customers approach him at the Help 
Desk he may have helped them in filling the challans for 
DD; account opening forms etc., as such because certain 
withdrawal slips, challans for obtaining the DD, loan 
documents of some of the customers are found in the 
handwriting of I Party the same cannot be made use of to 


conclude that he induced them to divert their investment 
or investment to be made in the II Party towards the NEB 
Scheme. In the present case though the CSE/Defence 
Reprentative made a request to make them available the 
alleged customers for cross-examination it was denied by 
the Enquiry Officer, therefore, he proceeding to hold the 
charge as proved based on the sole version of Sh. H.D. 
Sherigar claims to have investigated into the matter is 
baseless and perverse. In the result, I arrive at conclusion 
of answering this point in the Affirmative. 

10. POINT No. II & III: In view of my finding on Point 
No. I, the punishment of Dismissal imposed against the 
I Party based on the finding of the Enquiry Officer since 
DD not sustain the I Party is enttitle for Reinstatement into 
Service. The I Party having given evidence that he is not 
gainfully employed after his Dismissal from Service, except 
bald suggestion in his cross-exmination that he has been 
gainfully employed no Positive evidence being brought 
on record either circumstantial or direct to believe that he 
has been gainfully employed in my opinion he is entitle for 
full backwages and all other consequential benefits his 
reinstatement. In the result, I pass the following: 

ORDER 

The Punishment of Dismissal imposed on Shri S. Ravish 
Kumar, E. No. 431950, Stenographer by the management of 
Syndicate Bank Vide order No. 2521/ROM/PC/JBG dated 
08.09.2008 is not legal and justified and that he is entitle for 
reinstatement with full backwages, continuity of Service 
and all other consequential benefits that he would have 
been entitle in the absence of the impugned punishment 
order. 

(Dictated to U.D.C, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 7th April 2015) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

ANNEXURE>I 

DOCUMENTS EXHIBITED ON BEHALF OF THE 
MANAGEMENT IN DOMESTIC ENGUIRY 


MEx-1 

: Personal profile of Sri S. Ravish Kumar 

MEx-2 

: Certified Xerox copy of Attendance 

Register of Hassan Branch for the month 
of November, 2005 in respect of officer 
employees 

MEx-3 

: Certified Xerox copy of Attendance 

Register of Hassan Branch for the month 
of November, 2005 in respect of workman 
employees 

MEx4 

: Certified Xerox copy of Staff Card of 

Sri S. Ravish Kumar, Stenographer, Emp. 
No. 431954 of Hassan Branch 
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MEx-5 

: Certified Xerox copy of Office Order 

book-Part III dt. 16.4.03 


MEx-6 

: Xerox copy of hand-out regarding 

National Federation of the Blind 

MEx-17 

MEx-7 

: Original deposition dt. 8.11.2005 of Sri 


Dave Gowda 

MEx-18 

MEx-8 

: Statement of SB A/c No. 13335 of Sri 

Dave Gowda 

MEx -19 

MEx-9 

: Certified Xerox copy of OD slips dt. 

8.9.04 for-Rs. 15670/-, 2DD slips dtd. 
9.9.04 of Rs. 31646/- and Rs.285843/- 
respectively favouring The National 

MEx-20 


Federation of the Blind and cheque No. 
92933 dt. 9.9.04 for Rs. 285843/- of 

MEx-21 


Smt. Gayathri and DD shp dated 13.9.2004 
for Rs. 24196/- favouring The National 
Federation of the Blind 

MEx-22 

MEx-10 

: Original deposition dt. 9.11.2005 of Smt. 

Nagamma 

MEx-23 

MEx-11 

: Certified Xerox copy of letter dt. 6.9.04 

of Hassan Branch to UES PU College, 
Hassan along with Salary Certificate dt. 

1.9.04 of Sri. Ganesh A.H., Lecture, AHG 

MEx-24 


PU College, Hassan and Certificate dt. 

1.9.04 of Smt. Nagamma, letter employer's 
letter regarding Smt. Nagamma, Process 
Note dt. 7.9.04 application for advance 
of Sri Ganesha, Annexure 2 from Sri A.H. 

MEx-25 

MEx-26 


Ganesha dt. 9.9.04, ASD-6 dt.9.9.04 
executed by Sri Ganesha, Annexure 1 of 
Smt. Nagamma dt. 9.9.04:-80, Schedule 

III, loan Documents executed by Smt. 

MEx-27 


Nagamma, OG-28 of Smt. Nagamma, BCS 
Register. 

MEx-28 

MEx-12 

: Certified Xerox copy of Office order 

book-Page73 {w.e.f. 16.9.05) 


MEx-13 

: Statement of SB A/c No. 41347 of 

Smt. Nagamma 

MEx-29 

MEx-14 

: Certified Xerox copy of withdrawal slip 

no. 770839 dt. 7.9.04 for Rs. 31651/- of Sri 

MEx-30 


Dave Gowda of 2 DD slips dt. 7.9.04 for 
Rs. 31651/- and Rs. 7072/- respectively 
favouring The National Federation of 
the Blind 

MEx-31 

MEx-15 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

29.10.03 for Rs. 1064/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dtd. 

MEx-32 


29.10.2003 

Mex-33 

MEx-16 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

18.3.2004 for Rs. 2630/- (iii) slip dtd. Nil 



forRs. 21196/-, (iii) slip dtd. 18.3.2004 for 
Rs. 42392/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
Issue Register extract dt. 18.3.2004 

Statement of SB A/c. No. 34128 of Sri 
Ravish Kumar S. with Hassasn Branch 

Statement of OD A/c 1193 of Sri Ravish 
Kumar, Hass an Branch 

Orgl. deposition dt. 12.11.2005 of Sri 
Ravish Kumar, Emp. No. 431954, 
Stenographer 

Joint Visit report dated 12.11.2005 

Statement of SB A/c. No. 43677 of 
Smt. Gayathri with Hassan Branch 

Certified Xerox copy of credit slip dt. 

29.1.2004 for Rs. 40000/- to SB A/c No. 
43577 of Smt. M.S. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of OG 72/73 dt. 
22.1.04 for Rs. 29222/- to of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dt. 
NIL for Rs. 25600/- to SB 43677 of 
Smt. K.S. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dt. 

12.2.2004 forRs. 3000/- to SB 43677 of 
Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dt. 
9.3.04 for Rs. 20000/- to SB 43677 of 
Smt. K.S. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of OG 72/73 dt. 
10.3.04 forRs. 21,564/- to SB 43677 of 
Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dt. 
5.4.04 for Rs. 13000/- to SB A/c. 43677 of 
Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit Slip dt. 
27.04.2004 for 11000/- to SB A/c. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
28.04.2004 forRs. 10,000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 

30.4.2004 forRs. 20,000/- to SB A/c. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of OG 72/73 dt. 
8.6.04 for Rs. 50886 to SB A/c No. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit Slip dt. 
9.6.04 for 55000/- to SB A/c No. 43677 of 
Smt. Gayathri 
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MEx-34 


MEx-35 


MEx-36 


MEx-37 


MEx-38 


MEx-39 


MEx-40 


MEx-41 


MEx-42 


MEx-43 


MEx-44 


MEx-45 


MEx-46 


MEx-47 


MEx-48 


MEx-49 


Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
9.8.04 for 32220/- to SB A/c No. 43677 of 
Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
9.6.04 for Rs. 30,000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
23.6.04 for Rs. 40000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
28.7.04 for Rs. 40000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
Nil for Rs. 49900/- to SB A/c. No. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
2.9.04 for Rs. 40000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of OG/19 dtd. 
15.9.04 for Rs. 18149/-to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
20.9.04 for Rs. 85,000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
Nil for Rs. 45000/- to SB Ale. No. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
Nilfor Rs. 45000/- to SB A/c. No. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
20.9.04 for Rs. 115000/-to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip No. 
21.09.04 for Rs. 47000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
21.9.04 for Rs. 40000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
28.9.04 for Rs. 20000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
30.10.04 for Rs. 20000/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
10.11.04forRs. 40100/-to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 


MEx-50 


MEx-51 


MEx-52 


MEx-53 


MEx-54 


MEx-55 


MEx-56 


MEx-57 


MEx-58 


MEx-59 


MEx-60 


MEx-61 


MEx-62 


Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
10.11.04 for Rs. 49900/-to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
29.11.04 for Rs. 73,000/- to SB Ale. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
Nil for Rs. 830001/-to SB A/c No. 43677 
of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
15.3.05 for Rs. 100000/-to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of Credit slip dtd. 
31.3.05 for Rs. 10600/- to SB A/c. No. 
43677 of Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
11.9.03 for Rs. 1064/- favouring National 
Federation of the Blind along with extract 
of DDs issue register dt/ 11.9.03 

Certified Xerox copy of OD slip dtd. 
19.09.03 for 48432/- and DD slip dtd. 
19.09.03 for Rs. 481201/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind-along 
with extract of DD issue Register dtd. 
19.9.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
22.8.03 for Rs. 271.00 favouring National 
Federation for the blind along with DD 
Issue Register dt. 22.9.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
24.09.03 favouring National Federation 
for the blind for Rs. 4979/- along with 
Certified Xerox copy of DD Issue 
Register 24.09.03 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
26.09.03 for Rs. 316611-Fvg National 
Federation for the Blind along with OD 
Issue register extract dtd. 26.9.03 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
27.09.2003 for Rs. 1,325/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with Certified Xerox copy of Demand 
Draft Issue Register dt. 27.9.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
29.09.2003 for Rs. 3152/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with Certified Xerox copy of DD issue 
Register dt. 29.9.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
01.10.2003 for Rs. 14654/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
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with Certified Xerox copy of Demand 
Draft Issue Register dt. 1.10.2003 


Federation of the Blind along with DD 
Issue Register extract dtd. 6.11.2003 


MEx-63 

: Certified Xerox copy of Demand Draft 

Issue Register dt. 8.10.2003 together with 
Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

8.10.03 for Rs. 105081- and DD Slip dt. 

8.10.2003 for Rs. 783/- favouring National 

MEx-72 


Federation of the Blind 

MEx-73 

MEx-64 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 

9.10.2003 for Rs. 1064/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 
9.10.2003 

MEx-74 

MEx-65 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 

11.10.03 for Rs. 28422/-favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dated 
11.10.2003 

MEx-75 

MEx-66 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dtd. 

20.10.03 forRs. 95 196/-(2) DD slip dtd. 
20.10.2003 for Rs. 7163/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind and (i) 
cheque No. 76395 dtd. 20.10.03 for Rs. 
95196/- and (2) cheque No. 76396 dtd. 
20.10.2006 for Rs. 7163 favouring 
"yourselves " along with DD issue 
Register extract dt. 20.10.2003 

MEx-76 

MEx-67 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 

23.10.03 forRs. 6811/- favouring National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
Issue Register extract dtd. 23.10.2003 

MEx-77 


MEx-68 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 

NILfor Rs. 5245/-favouring National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
Issue Register extract dtd. 27.10.2003 

MEx-78 

MEx-69 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

28.10.03 for Rs. 11248/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with, withdrawal slip dt. 28.10.2003 for 

Rs. 12565/- of Smt. Sujatha N along with 
DD Issue Register extract dtd. 28.10.2003 

MEx-79 

MEx-70 

: Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

4.11.2003 for Rs. 5767/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 
4.11.2003 

MEx-80 

MEx-71 

: Certified Xerox copy of (a) Withdrawal 

slips dt. 6.11.03 for Rs. 3152/- Smt. 
Kumudha S (b) DD, slips dated 6.11.03 
forRs. Rs. 4196/-. (c) slip dt. 6.11.2003 
for Rs. 3152/- and (d) slip dtd. 26.11.03 
for Rs. 3152/- favouring National 

MEx-81 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

11.11.2003 for Rs. 10467.50/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 

11.11.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

13.11.2003 for Rs. 94211- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 

13.11.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 

15.11.2003 for Rs. 4457/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 

15.11.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 
17.11.03 for Rs. 4718/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 
17.11.2003. 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips (I) 
dated 14.11.03 for Rs. 3152 and (ii) 

18.11.2003 for Rs. 15700/- favouring 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD ISsue Register extract dtd. 

18.11.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 
05.12.20003 forRs. 31661 favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 

5.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dated 
06.12.03 for Rs. 7067/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 

6.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. Nil 
for Rs. 7072 and (ii) slip dtd. 8.12.2003 
for Rs. 6207/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dtd. 8.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 
12.02.2003 forRs. 2103/- and (ii) slip dtd. 

9.12.2003 for rs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dtd. 

9.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. 

10.12.2003 for Rs. 9682/- favouring the 
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MEx-82 


MEx-83 


MEx-84 


MEx-85 


MEx-86 


MEx-87 


MEx-88 


MEx-89 


MEx-90 


National Federation of the Blind along MEx-91 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

10.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

12.12.2003 forRs. 14126/- favouring the 

National Federation of the Blind along MEx-92 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

13.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

13.12.2003 for Rs. 14132 and slip dt. 

13.12.2003 for Rs. 5245 favouring the MEx-93 
National Federation of the Blind along 

with DD Issue Register extract dt. MEx-94 

15.12.2003 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
30.12.2003 forRs. 7855/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 
30.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 2630/- and slip dt. 31.12.2003 for 
Rs. 7855/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
Issue Register extract dt. 31.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Issue 
Register exract dt. 3.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Issue 
Register exract dt. 18.12.2003 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
15.12.2003forRs.l0478/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

15.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

16.12.2003 forRs. 5245/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

16.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

17.12.2003 for Rs. 5245/- and (ii) Slip 
dated 17.12.2003 for Rs. 7072/- favouring 
the National Federation of the Blind 
along with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

17.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

19.12.2003 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

19.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

22.12.2003 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

22.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

23.12.2003 forRs. 11514/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

23.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- and (ii) Slip dated 
27.12.2005 forRs. 17532/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

27.12.2003 


MEx-95 


MEx-96 


MEx-97 


MEx-98 


MEx-99 


MEx-100 


MEx-101 


MEx-102 


MEx-103 


Certified Xerox copy of DD Issue 
Register exract dt. 23.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Issue 
Register exract dt. 26.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
01.01.2004 for Rs. 5245 favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 
01.01.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 20933/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
Issue Register extract dt. 3.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 1064/- and (ii) slip dtd. Nil for 

5.1.2004 Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD Issue Register extract dt. 

3.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 1064/- and (ii) slip dtd. Nil for Rs. 
3679/- and (iii) Slip dtd. No. forRs. 7047/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD Issue Register 
extract dt. 6.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. 

14.1.2004 for Rs. 35307/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

14.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. 

19.1.2004 forRs. 15436/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
19.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 28768/-, (ii) slip dt. 23.1.04 for 
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MEx-104 


MEk-105 


MEk-106 


MEx-107 


MEk-108 


MEk-109 


MEx-110 


MEk-111 


MEx-112 


Rs. 20933/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind, (iii) withdrawal 
slip dt. 23.1.2004 for Rs 28768/- of SB 
A/c No. 41436 along with DD issue 
Register extract dt. 23.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Ssip dt. NIL 
for Rs. 2108/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 27.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. NIL 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 28.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. NIL 
for Rs. 18308/- (ii) slip dtd. Nil for 
Rs. 793/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind (iii) withdrawal 
slip dtd. 29.1.2004 for Rs. 18308/- of SB 
A/c. No. 41436 along with DD issue 
Register extract dt. 29.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
05.12.2003forRs.31661/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

5.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. NIL 
for Rs. 21185/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind (ii) withdrawal 
slip No. 112368 dt. 31.1.2004 for 
Rs. 21185/- of SB 42141 along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 31.1.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. 
05.02.2004 forRs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
05.02.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. NIL 
for Rs. 41805/- (ii) slip dtd. NIL for Rs. 
10729/- (iii) slip dt. Nil for Rs. 41865/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 9.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

10.2.2004 for Rs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

10.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. NIL 
for Rs. 20922/- (ii) Slip dtd. 11.2.2004 for 
Rs. 1064/- (iii) withdrawal slip dt. 

11.2.2004 for Rs. 20922 of SB A/c No. 
32246 favouring the National Federation 


MEx-113 


MEx-114 


MEx-115 


MEx-116 


MEx-117 


MEx-118 


MEx-119 


MEx-120 


of the Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 11.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. 
12.02.2004 for Rs. 10468/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
12.02.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. 

17.2.2004 for Rs. 798/- (ii) slip dtd. 

17.2.2004 for Rs. 28261/- (iii) slip dtd. 

17.2.2004 for Rs. 10465/- (iv) slip dated 
17.2.04 forRs. 7072/- (v) slip dated nil for 
Rs. 1325/- (vi) slip dated 17.2.04 forRs. 
1586/- favouring the National Federation 
of the Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 17.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 28261 (ii) slip dtd. Nil for Rs. 
42392/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 19.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

20.2.2004 for Rs. 28261/- (ii) slip dt. 

20.2.2004 for Rs. 7072/- (iii) slip dt. 20.2.04 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 20.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

23.4.2004 for Rs. 21196/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

23.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

25.2.2004 for Rs. 28261/- (ii) slip dtd. 

25.2.2004 for Rs. 14654/- and (iii) slip dtd. 

25.2.2004 for Rs. 35307/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

25.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

26.2.2004 for Rs. 1064/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

26.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD Slip dt. 

27.2.2004 for Rs. 7072/- (ii) slip dtd. dtd. 
Nil for Rs. 2630/- slip dtd. 27.2.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (iii) slip dt. 27.2.2004 forRs. 
7072/- favouring the National Federation 
of the Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 27.2.2004 
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MEk-121 


MEx-122 


MEk-123 


MEx-124 


MEk-125 


MEx-126 


MEk-127 


MEx-128 


MEk-129 


MEx-130 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt.Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 28.2.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 1.3.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
03.04.2004 for Rs. 7072/- (ii) slip dated 

3.4.2004 for Rs. 7072/- (hi) slip dtd. 

3.3.2004 for Rs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract 
dt. 3.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 1064/- (ii) slip dated 05.03.2004 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 05.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
05.03.2004 for Rs. 7072/- (ii) slip dated 

5.3.2004 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract 
dt.05.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
06.03.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract 
dt. 06.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip No. 
107382 dt. 03.03.2004 for Rs. 42368/- of 
SB A/c No. 4241, DD slip dt. 09.03.2004 
for Rs. 49429/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 09.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip No. 
107256 dt. 09.03.2004 forRs. 49429/- of 
SB 42141, DD slip dt. 09.03.04 for 
Rs. 49429/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 09.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 10.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
forRs. 21196 (ii) slip dt. 11.03.2003 for 
Rs. 7072/- and slip dtd. Nil forRs. 14132/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 


MEx-131 


MEx-132 


MEx-133 


MEx-134 


MEx-135 


MEx-136 


MEx-137 


MEx-138 


MEx-139 


Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 11.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
13.03.2004 for Rs. 35307/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
13.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
forRs. 2108/- (ii) slip dtd. 15.03.2003 for 
Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 15.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
05.12.2003 forRs. 31661/-favouringthe 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 

5.12.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dtd. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- (ii) slip dtd. 19.3.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (hi) slip dtd. 19.03.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (iv) slip dtd. 19.03.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/-(v) slip dtd. 19.3.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (vi) slip dtd. 19.3.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (vii) slip dtd. 19.3.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 19.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip 
dt.22.3.2004 for 14132/- and Rs. 7072/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 27.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

23.3.2004 forRs. 7072/-, Rs. 803/- Rs. 1325 
and Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 23.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

24.3.2004 for Rs. 1064/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
24.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

25.3.2004 for Rs. 7072/- and 21196/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 25.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

26.3.2004 for Rs. 4196/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
26.03.2004 
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MEx-140 


MEx-141 

MEx-142 


MEx-143 


MEx-144 


MEk-145 


MEk-146 


MEx-147 


MEx-148 


MEx-149 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

30.3.2004 for Rs. 21196 and Rs. 1520/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 30.3.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD issue 
Register extract dt. 31.03.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- (ii) slip dt. 02.04.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (hi) slip dtd. 19.03.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (iv) slip dtd. 19.3.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- (v) slip dt. 2.4.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 2.4.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

3.4.2004 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 3.4.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
10.04.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
10.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

12.4.2004 forRs. 7072/- (ii) dtd. Nil for 
Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 12.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

16.4.2004 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
16.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 17.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 1064/- (ii) slip dt. 20.04.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/-, (hi) Rs. 494449/- (iv) Rs. 7072/- 
respectively for Rs. 31661 favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
20.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

21.4.2004 forRs. 7072/- and slip dtd. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 21.04.2004 


MEx-150 


MEx-151 


MEx-152 


MEx-153 


MEx-154 


MEx-155 


MEx-156 


MEx-157 


MEx-158 


MEx-159 


MEx-160 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- slip dtd. 22.04.2005 for 
Rs. 3935/- and slip dtd. Nil forRs. 42390/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 27.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072 (ii) shp dtd. Nil for Rs. 7072/- 
and withdrawal slip dtd. 24.4.2004 for 
Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 24.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD shp dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- cheque dtd. 27.4.2004 for 
Rs. 14124/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 27.04.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
05.05.2004 forRs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 5.5.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD shp dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 7.5.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD shp dt. Nil 
for Rs. 7072/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 10.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

11.5.2004 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
11.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
13.05.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
13.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

14.5.2004 forRs. 7072/- favaouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
14.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
15.05.2004 forRs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
15.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
18.05.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
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MEx-161 


MEk-162 


MEx-163 


MEk-164 


MEx-165 


MEk-166 


MEx-167 


MEk-168 


MEx-169 


MEk-170 


National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
18.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slip dt. 
20.05.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
20.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
24.05.2004 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
24.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
25.05.2004 forRs. 21196/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
25.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
26.05.2004 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
26.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
27.05.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
27.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
28.05.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
28.05.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
03.06.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
03.06.2004 of Arasikere Branch 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
5.06.2004 for Rs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
05.06.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
10.06.2004 forRs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
10.06.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
15.06.2004 for Rs.7855/- (ii) forRs. 28261/- 
and Rs. 21185 respectively, favouring 


MEx-171 


MEx-172 


MEx-173 


MEx-174 


MEx-175 


MEx-176 


MEx-177 


MEx-178 


MEx-179 


the National Federation of the Blind 
Cheque No. 85770 dt. 15.6.2004 for Rs. 
21185/- along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 15.06.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
16.06.2004 for Rs. 15700/- and Rs. 7072/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 16.06.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
18.06.04 for Rs. 7850/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
18.06.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
21.06.04 for Rs. 10470/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
21.06.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
22.06.04 for Rs. 5245/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
22.06.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
23.06.04forRs. 2630/- (ii) forRs. 3674/- 
and (iii) for Rs. 7072/- respectively 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 23.06.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
24.06.04 for Rs. 2630/- (ii) for Rs. 3674/- 
and (iii) for Rs. 7072/- respectively 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 24.06.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
25.06.04 for Rs. 5245/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
25.06.04 

Certified Xerox copy of 2 DD slip dt. 
26.06.04 for Rs. 7072/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
26.06.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
28.06.04 for Rs. 7072/- of SB A/C No. 
41436, DD slid td. 28.06.04 for Rs. 7272/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 28.06.04 
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MEk-180 


MEk-181 


MEk-182 


MEx-183 


MEk-184 


MEk-185 


MEx-186 


MEx-187 


MEk-188 


MEx-189 


MEx-190 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
29.06.04 for Rs. 7072/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
29-6-04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
02.07.04 for Rs. 7072/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
02.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
06.07.04 for Rs. 7072/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
06.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip 
dt. 07.07.04 for Rs. 28261/-each (ii) 
Rs. 21196/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 07.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of 2 DD slip dt. 
08-07-04 for Rs. 7072/-favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
08.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
12.07.04 for Rs. 2630/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
12.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
13.07.04 for Rs. 1325/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
13.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slip dt. 
15.07.04 for Rs. 5245/-, Rs. 7072/- and 
Rs. 13085/- respectively favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 
15.07.2003 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
17.07.04 for Rs. 2108/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
17.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of 2 DD slip dt. 
19.07.04 for Rs. 2603/- and Rs. 21196/- 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind along with DD issue Register 
extract dt. 19.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
20.07.04 for Rs. 4457/- favouring the 


MEx-191 


MEx-192 


MEx-193 


MEx-194 


MEx-195 


MEx-1% 


MEx-197 


MEx-198 


MEx-199 


National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
20.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
21.07.04 for Rs. 11775/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
21.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
24.07.04 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
24.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
26.07.04 for Rs. 2630/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
26.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
29.07.04 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
29.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
30.07.04 for Rs. 14132/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
30.07.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
03.08.04 for Rs. 21196/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
with DD issue Register extract dt. 3.8.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
04.08.04 for Rs. 314132/-1661 favouring 
the National Federation of the Blind 
along with DD issue Register extract dt. 
04.08.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
5.08.04 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
05.08.04 certified Xerox copy of 4 DD 
slips dt. 09.08.04 for Rs. 21936/-, 
Rs. 40100/-, Rs. 12233/- and Rs. 2630/- 
respectively favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue register extract dt. 9.8.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
10.08.04 for Rs. 5240/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
10.08.04 
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MEk-200 


MEk-201 


MEk-202 


MEx-203 


MEk-204 


MEk-205 


MEx-206 


MEk-207 


MEx-208 

MEk-209 

MEx-210 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. MEx-211 
12.08.04 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 

12.08.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

16.08.04 for Rs. 14132/- favouring the 

National Federation of the Blind along 

withDD issue Register extract dt. MEx-212 

16.08.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 

18.08.04 for Rs. 30873/- favouring the MEx-213 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 

18.08.04 


Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slip dt. 
15.09.04 for Rs. 10468/- (ii) Rs. 200326/- 
and Rs. 52305/- respectively and 
withdrawal slips No. 573300 dt. 20.9.04 
for Rs. 200326/- and Cheque No. 085487 
dt. 20.9.04 for Rs. 52305/- of SB 31105 of 
Sri Manjunath 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
20.09.04 for Rs. 110417/- fvg. the National 
Federation of the Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
21.09.04 forRs. 404316/-, Rs. 580056/-, 
Rs. 31661/- fvg. the National Federation 
of the Blind 


Certified Xerox copy of cheque No. 
862654 dtd. 21.08.04 forRs. 16694/- of 
Sri Manjunath, DD slip dt. 21.08.04 for 
Rs. 16694/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind along with DD 
issue Register extract dt. 21.08.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
23.08.04 for Rs. 2630/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
23.08.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
25.08.04 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
25.08.04 


MEx-214 


MEx-215 


MEx-216 


MEx-217 


Certified Xerox copy of cheque No. 
092934 dtd. 21.09.04 for Rs. 404316 issued 
by Smt. Gayathri 

Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slip dtd 
22.09.04forRs. 52305/-, (ii) Rs. 10465/-, 
(iii) Rs. 28261/- favour the National 
Federation of the Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of Chqeue No. 
092104 dt. 22.09.04 for Rs. 52305/- of SB 
29548 

Certified Xerox copy of 2 DD slip dt. 
22.09.04 for Rs. 31661/-, Rs. 20850/- 
favour the National Federation of the 
Blind 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
31.08.04 for Rs. 7072/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind along 
withDD issue Register extract dt. 
31.08.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
2.09.04 for Rs. 16774/- (ii) slip dt. 6.9.04 
for Rs. 31621, (iii) withdrawal slip No. 
7700641 dt. 6.9.04 forRs. 31651/- of SB 
34750 of Sri H.GGuruprasad favouring 
the National Federation of the Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
13.09.04 for Rs. 21196/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
15.09.04 for Rs. 5245/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slip dt. 
15.09.04 forRs. 14915/- (ii) 20.09.2004 for 
Rs. 31661/- and 9943/- respectively 
favouring the National Federation of the 
Blind 


MEx-218 


MEx-219 


MEx-220 


MEx-221 


MEx-222 


Certified Xerox copy of 2 DD slip dt. 
23.09.04forRs. 7078/- andRs. 31669/- 
favour the National Federation of the 
Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of 3DD slip dt. 
23.09.04 forRs. 2632/-, 31669/-, Rs. 33275/- 
favour the National Federation of the 
Blind 

Certified Xerox copy of 3DD slips dated 
Nil for Rs. 52305/- (ii) Rs. 10468/- and 
slip dated 28.09.2005 Rs. 23033/- favour 
the National Federation of the Blind. 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. Nil 
for Rs. 10471/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind with extract of 
DD issue Register dt. 1.10.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
4.10.04 for Rs. 28269/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 04.10.04 
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MEk-223 


MEx-224 


MEk-225 


MEx-226 


MEk-227 


MEx-228 


MEk-229 


MEx-230 


MEx-231 


MEk-232 


MEx-233 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
6.10.04 for Rs. 26175/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 06.10.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
16.10.04 for Rs. 10471/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 16.10.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
18.10.04 for Rs. 4710/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 
18.10.2004 

Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slips dt. 
2.11.04 for Rs. 15921/-, (ii)Rs. 10179/- 
and Rs. 52317/- respectively favouring 
the National Federation of the Blind 
along with extract of demand draft issue 
register dt. 2.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of 3 DD slips dt. 
13.11.04 for Rs. 7075/- and slip dated 
28.09.2005 Rs. 23033/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue register dt. 13.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
17.11.04 for Rs. 10471/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 17.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
19.11.04 for Rs. 7075/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 19.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slip dt. 
22.11.04 for Rs. 7858/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 22.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. NIL 
for Rs. 10471/- favouring the National 
Federation of the Blind with extract of 
DD issue Register dt. 23.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
26.11.04 for Rs. 9946/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 26.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
27.11.04 for Rs. 15704/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 27.11.04 


MEx-234 


MEx-235 

MEx-236 

MEx-237 

MEx-238 

MEx-239 

MEx-240 

MEx-241 

MEx-242 

MEx-243 

MEx-244 

MEx-245 

MEx-246 

MEx-247 

MEx-248 


Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
29.11.04 for Rs. 116140/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind and 
cheque No. 96323 dtd. 29.11.04 for 
Rs. 116140/-ofSBA/c No. 43677 along 
with extract of DD issue register dt. 
27.11.04 

Certified Xerox copy of extract of DD 
issue register dt. 18.12.04 

Certified Xerox copy of extract of DD 
issue register dt. 20.12.04 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
27.01.04 for Rs. 21202/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 27.01.05 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
01.02.05 for Rs. 7075/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 01.02.05 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dt. 
23.02.04 for Rs. 5248/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 23.02.04 

Certified Xerox copy of 2 DD slips dt. 
20.06.05 for Rs. 2633/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue Register dt. 20.06.05 

Certified Xerox copy of DD slips dtd. 
14.07.05 for Rs. 2372/- favouring the 
National Federation of the Blind with 
extract of DD issue register dt. 14.07.05 

Statement of SB A/c No. 42141 of 
Sri Shiva Prakash M R 

Statement of SB A/c No. 42322 of 
Smt. K S Latha 

Original deposition dt. 12.11.2005 of 
Sri C B Byregowda 

Xerox copy of letter regarding expenses 
amount paid to partners for development 
for the period from 1.9.2004 to 31.10.2004 

Xerox copy of details of profits shared 
between three partners 

Xerox of details of profits shared 
between three partners-Dec. 2004 

Copy of statement showing details of 
incentive for Payout Generated on 
15.12.2004(Pagelof4) 
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MEk-249 

MEk-250 

MEx-251 

MEx-252 

MEx-253 

MEx-254 

MEx-255 

MEk-256 

MEx-257 


Copy of statement showing details of 
incentive for Payout Generated on 

15.12.2004 (page2of 4) 

Copy of statement showing details of 
incentive for Payout Generated on 

15.12.2004 (Page 3 of 4) 

Copy of statement showing details of 
incentive for Payout Generated on 
15.12.2004(Pagelofl) 

Copy of statement showing details of 
incentive for Payout Generated on 

15.12.2004 (Page4 of 4) 

Xerox copy of address & Contact No. of 
Smt. Gayathri K S and Sri K Venkat Rao 

Original deposition 12.11.2005 of 
Sri Lakshminarayana Rao, Senior Branch 
Manager,Hassan Branch 

Original letter No. 018 dated 30-01-06 of 
Vigilance Unit, Delhi to Shri H.D. 
Sherigar, Senior Manager (Vig), 
Bangalore 

Original letter No. HFB/SPWB dated 
23.01.06 of National Federation of the 
Blind to Sri Y H R M Prasad, Senior 
Manager (Vig) Delhi 

Copy of the complaint dt. 27.04.2005 of 
Sri Byare Gowda 


Documents exhibited on behalf of the CSE in Domestic 
Enquiry 


DEx-1 


DEx-2 


DEx-3 


DEx4 


DEx-5 


DEx-6 


DEx-7 


DEx-8 


Photostat copy of receipt dt 25.09.2004 
issued by National Federation of the 
Blind 

Photocopy of letter No. NFB/SPWB/ 
2007/B-1264dt 25.07.2007 of NFB 

Photocopy of Statement of Account of 
SB No. 2888 of Sri Deve Gowda (Old No. 
13335). 

Photocopy of Statement of Account of 
SB No. 13335 of Sri Deve Gowda 

Photocopy of letter No. NFB/SPWB/ 
2007/B-3003 dt. 28.10.2006 of NFB 

Photocopy of Ch. No. 256219 dt. 

16.11.2005 of UTI Bank 

Photocopy of Statement of Account of 
SB No. 13335 of Sri Deve Gowda 

Photocopy of letter No. NFB/SPWB/ 
2007/202 dt. 6.9.2007 of NFB 


DEx-9 

DEx-10 

DEx-11 

DEx-12 

DEx-13 

DEx-14 

DEx-15 

DEx-16 

DEx-17 

DEx-18 

DEx-19 

DEx-20 

DEx-21 

DEx-22 

DEx-23 

DEx-24 

DEx-25 


Photocopy of print out of Web site of 
Syndicate Bank with complaint form 

Photocopy of particulars of incentive 
earned in the name of Sri S. Ravish 
Kumar along with enclosures 

Photocopy of particulars of incentive 
earned in the name of Sri Satyanarayana 
K V Along with enclosures 

Photocopy of particulars of incentive 
earned in the name of Smt. Sudha along 
with enclosures. 

Photocopy of particulars of incentive 
earned in the name of Sri Ambika Prasad 
along with enclosures 

Photocopy of letter dt 4.12.2003 of 
Sri S. Ravish Kumar regarding Low Cost 
Deposit Campaign 

Photocopy of letter dt. 05.12.2003 of 
Hassan Branch regarding Low Cost 
Deposit Campaign 

Photocopy of letter dt. 14.05.2003 of RM, 
RO: Mysore regarding deposit 
canvassed 

Photocopy of letter dt. 5.7.2004 of 
Hassan Branch forwarding the 
application of Sri S. Ravish Kumar 

Photocopy of letter dt. 18.07.2002 of 
Hassan Branch regarding recovery 
recognition 

Photocopy of letter dt. 10.11.2001 of 
ZO: Bangalore to Sri Ravish Kumar 

Photocopy of letter dt. 10.5.2004 of 
Hassan Branch—Performance Report of 
Sri Ravish Kumar. 

Photocopy of letter dt. 27.12.2005 of 
Sri S. Ravish Kumar regarding business 
canvassed 

Photocopy of letter dt. 25.11.2005 of 
RO: Mysore regarding Deposit 
Mobilisation 

Photocopy of letter dt. 24.03.2006 of 
Hassan Branch regarding business 
canvassed by Ravish Kumar 

Photocopy of letter dt. 6.3.2006 of 
Sri S. Ravish Kumar regarding Low Cost 
Deposit Campaign 

Photocopy of letter dt. 15.7.2007 of 
Sri S. Ravish Kumar regarding 
convassing of business as on 31.03.07 
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DEk- 26 : Photocopy of letter dt. 25.4.2007 of 
Br. Manager of Hassan Branch 
addressed to Sri S. Ravish Kumar 

DEx-27 : Photocopy of letter dt. 1.9.2007 of Sri S. 

Ravish Kumar regarding special 
Campaign of Deposit Mobilisation. 

19 2015 

■^.311. 1062.— alklPlch fRRlR SfTrIwt 1947 ( 1947 
RT 14) RTt RKl 17 ^ 31 j.fK'JI ^ fPdoK RlT^4l4 ^ 

RRtRTR ^ ftRlRRif 3f[7 RTt ^ ff 

3MfnRl ^ aMfW 3lfRRtTnr 9[TT 

147/2007) R?! MdolR'Id 4ifd1 
fK4)KRtl 14.05.2015 RfrWRf31T?TT I 

[Tr°T3:^-12012/82/2007-3IT|31R (4-II)] 
TfR ^RR, tTRl srfRRint 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1062. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 147/2007) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court- Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/82/2007-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESWANTHPUR, BANGALORE-560022 

DATED : 31stMARCH2015 

PRESENT : SHRISNNAVALGUND, 

Presiding Officer 

CR No. 147/2007 


I Party 

Shri L Shivanna, 

No. 35, Nagaraholenagar, 
Mahadeswara Main Road, 
Sunkadakatte, 
Viswaneedam Pt. 
Bengaluru-91 

Appearances: 


II Party 

The Dy. General Manager, 
Syndicate Bank, Regional 
Office, Nodal Industrial 
Relations Cell, 

No.69,9th Main, 3rd Block, 
Jayanagar, Bengaluru-11 


I Party : ShriMTNanaiah, 

Advocate 

II Party : Sh. Ramesh Upadhayay, 

Advocate 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12012/82/ 
2007-IR(B-II) dated 24.10.2007 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub- 
Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 
has made this reference for adjudication with following 
Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Syndicate 
Bank in dismissing Shri L Shivanna, Ex-Employee 
(Employment No. 310358) is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in CR 
147/2007 when notice were issued to both the sides, I Party 
entered his appearance through Sh. MT Nanaiah, Advocate 
and filed his claim statement on 25.01.2008 and II Party 
entered its appearance through Sh. Ramesh Upadhyaya, 
advocate and filed its counter statement on 11.10.2010. 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be as under. 

4. The I party while working as Attender at the II Party 
Wilson Garden Branch was issued with Charge Sheet dated 
02.05.2000 as under: 


"Charge Sheet 

You were working as an Attender at our Wilson Garden 
Branch Bangalore from 25.07.1979 to 29.04.1982 before you 
were suspended from the services of the Bank vide 
Proceedings No. 630/Da/65 DT 29.04.1982 of the Competent 
Authority. Thereafter, the suspension was revoked vide 
the Competent Authority's letter No. 272/S/D A/65/82 DT 
29.01.1998 informing you that the revocation of suspension 
is without prejudice to the right of the Bank to proceed 
against you with disciplinary action. 

While functioning in your position as such, during the 
period between November 1981 and April 1982 with a 
fraudulent and dishonest intention to cheat the Bank you 
issued 37 cheques for a total amount of Rs 267500/- in the 
names of various persons including yourself, even though 
there was no sufficient funds in your Savings Bank Account 
to honour the cheques. These persons deposited these 
cheques in their Savings Banks Accounts in various Banks 
in Bangalore. These Banks presented these cheques to 
our Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore through clearing for 
realization of the amounts. After the clearing operations, 
the cheques were sent to the clearing section at our 
Central Accounts Office, Bangalore for sorting out and 
despatch to our various branches. During the material 
period, you were representing out Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore at CAD in the clearing work. At CAO, you 
pilfered these cheques and destroyed the same and thus 
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prevented out Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore from 
verifying these cheques. 

Since the cheques presented through clearing were not 
returned, the various presenter banks allowed the 
wirthdrawal of the amounts by the depositors. You 
subsequently received these amounts from these persons, 
and thus you cheated the Bank to the extent of 
Rs. 267500/-. 

Further, you with a fraudulent and dishonest intention 
to cheat the Bank, had issued one Ch. No. 427321 dt. 
10.04.1982 for Rs. 15000/- in your own name and signed by 
you under a fictitious name and presented this cheque for 
collection through your own SB AJc 9001 in Vijaya Bank, 
Palace Guttahalli Branch Bangalore. You also issued another 
CH No. 427323 Dt. 13.04.1982 for Rs. 11600/-in the name of 
one Sri Y R Muniyappa, who presented this cheque 
through his SB A/c 5633 in the Karnataka Bank Ltd. 
Rajajinagar, Bangalore. In both the above cases, the 
cheques were detected and hence, no payment was made. 
Thus, you have attempted to cheat the Bank to the extent 
of Rs. 26600/- 

Following circumstances appear on record in respect of 
the above transactions; 

I. In the matter of issuing Two cheques amounts 
aggregating to Rs 26600/- in your name and in the name of 
YR. Muniyappa drawn on Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore. 

That you were entrusted with the duties connected to 
the clearing work at the Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore 
viz- carrying clearing outward cheques to CAO Bangalore 
and bringing inward cheques drawn on the said branch. 
Apart from these duties, you were assisting sorting of 
cheques branch wise at CAO Bangalore. 

While working as such, on 13.04.1992 you collected the 
inward cheques drawn on our Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore along with the tape prepared by CAO Bangalore. 
While handing over the said cheques at Wilson Garden 
Branch Bangalore along with the tape, two cheques, i.e. 
CHNo. 427321 Dt. 10.04.1982 FG yourself for Rs 15000/- 
and CH No. 427323 Dt. 13.04.1982 FG Y.R.Muniyappa for 
Rs 11600/- drawn on our Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore 
were found lying on the floor near the clearing department 
at the branch. The amount of these two cheques were not 
included in the tape sent by CAO, in respect of inward 
clearing cheques brought to the branch by you. 

Both the above referred cheques were drawn on your 
SB A/c 15533 at our Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore and 
there was no sufficient balance in your SB A/c on that 
date, i.e. Balance of Rs. 27.66 only was available. The CH 
No. 427321 dt. 10.04.1982 for Rs. 15000/- signed by you 
under a fictitious name was sent for collection through 
your own SB A/c 9001 at the Vijaya Bank Palace Guttahalli 
Branch Bangalore 560 003. The other CH 427323 dt. 
13.04.1982 for Rs. 11600/- was issued by you in favour of 


YR. Muniyappa, who presented this cheque through his 
SB A/c 5635 at the Karnataka Bank Ltd., Rajajinagar Branch, 
Banglore. 

The above circumstances go to indicate that you with a 
fraudulent and dishonest intention of deriving undue 
pecuniary benefit at the cost of the Bank pilfered these two 
cheques while sorting the cheques at CAD Bangalore, 
thereby the above two cheques were not included in the 
tape and thus, the total amount of presentation of cheques 
on Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore was reduced by 
Rs. 26600/-on 13.04.1982. 

II. In the matter of issuing Cheques amounts aggregating 
to Rs. 267500/- in the names of various persons including 
yourself, even though there was no sufficient funds in 
your SB A/c in other's SB A/c to honour these Cheques: 

That you were entrusted with the duties of carrying 
outward and inward clearing cheques of the branch to CAO 
and vice versa during the period between November 1981 
and April 1982. You were also assisting sorting of Cheques 
Branch-wise at CAO Bangalore during the said period. 

While working in your position as such, you with a 
fraudulent and dishonest intention to cheat the Bank issued 
37 cheques amounts aggregating to Rs. 267500/- in the 
names of various persons including yourself even though 
there was no sufficient funds in your SB A/c 15533, in SB 
16765 of Shri LRavindra, Attender of Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore, in SB A/c 17185 of Chikasiddiah, Attender of 
Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore, SB A/c 13963 of 
Mrs. Ashwathamma which was closed on 21.06.1980,16230 
of Sri Srikantegowda and SB 15754 of R Narasinga Rao, as 
some of the cheques were pilfered by you from the cheques 
books issued to the above-said account holders of Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore. The persons to whom the 
Cheques were issued including yourself, deposited these 
cheques in their SS accounts in various Banks/Branchs in 
Bangalore and the same were presented in clearing by the 
respective Banks/Branches through CAO Bangalore. 

As you were sorting the cheques received in clearing at 
CAO Bangalore, you with a dishonest intention of cheating 
the Bank and to have wrongful gain at the cost of the Bank 
surreptitiously removed these cheques and destroyed the 
same. With the result, the said cheques were not included 
in the inward clearing schedule (amount of cheques taped 
at CAD) pertaining to Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore. 
As such, the said branch was prevented by you from 
verifying these cheques. Since the said cheques presented 
through clearing could not be returned to the respective 
presenting branches/banks, because you pilfered the same, 
the concerned presenting banks allowed withdrawal against 
the credit of these cheques. You received the amounts of 
such cheques subsequently from the persons to whom 
you fraudulently issued the cheques and thus cheated the 
Bank to the extent of Rs 267500/- and derived pecuniary 
gain at the cost of the Bank. 
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The details of the Cheques fraudulently issued by you 
in favour of various persons known to you including 
yourself are as under: 


SI. 

No. 


2 . 


3. 


4. 

5. 


6 . 


9. 


10 . 


11 . 


Name of the Payee 

SB A/c 
of the 

payee 

Amounts of 
Cheque 

Name of the 
Bank/Branch 

L Shivanna (Yourself) 

9001 

15000.00 

Vijaya Bank, PG 
Halli Bangalore 

B K Shivanna 

18420 

37000.00 

Canara Bank 
Vyalikaval 
Branch 
Bangalore 

Srikantegowda 

18495 

11000.00 

Canara Bank 
Vyalikaval 
Branch 
Bangalore 

-do- 

6058 

31000.00 

SBM Vyalikaval 
Branch Bangalore 

H K Bettaiah 

13942 

13000.00 

Canara Bank 
Vyalikaval 
Branch 
Bangalore 

H K Puttamadaiah 

3338 

20000.00 

SBM 

Madhavnagar 

Branch 

Bangalore 

B K Mangalamma 

4621 

25000.00 

Indian Bank, 

Chamrajpet 

Bangalore 

Y R Muniyappa 

5635 

20000.00 

Karnataka Bank 

Rajajinagar 

Bangalore 

T Devendra Reddy 

8942 

51500.00 

Canara Bank, 
Byatarayana- 
pura Bangalore 

N Thas 

551 

39000.00 

Bank of Baroda 

Sadashivnagar 

Bangalore 

C K Channaiah and 
Smt. Narasamma 

842 

5000.00 

New Bank of 
India 

Malleswaram 

Bangalore 


Total 


267500.00 


SB A/c 9001. The said Cheque was presented through 
clearing on 08.04.1982 by the said Bank, crediting Rs. 15000 
to your said SB A/c. Since you were assisting sorting the 
cheques at CAO Bangalore, you surreptitiously removed 
the cheque and destroyed the same before the same was 
listed at CAO Bangalore for presenting the same to Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore. In the normal course, the said 
Cheque would have been returned for want of sufficient 
funds by Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore on presentation, 
and Vijaya Bank would not have given credit to your A/c. 
But since you pilfered the cheque, the same could not be 
returned to Vijaya Bank. 

Thereafter, on 10.04.1982 you withdrew Rs. 1000/- from 
Vijaya Bank P G Halli Branch through cheque No. 796451. 
Again on 11.04.1982, you withdrew Rs. 5000/- through CH 
No. 796452. Thus, you fraudulently gained pecuniary 
benefit of Rs. 15000/- at the cost of the Bank. 

2. In the matter of issuing 4 Cheques aggregating to 
Rs. 37000/- in favour of Sri B K Shivanna, SB 18420 opened 
with Canara Bank Vyalikaval Branch Bangalore. 

That Sri B K Shivanna working at Tata Institute, No. 2, 
Bungalow, Bangalore 3 opened SB 18420 with Canara Bank 
Branch Bangalore on 02.01.1982. 

a. That on 04.02.1982, a CH No. 433400 pilfered by you 
from the Cheque Book bearing No. 433391 to 433400 issued 
to Sri S Chikkasiddaiah to his SB 17185, Attender of Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore on 07.11.1981 fraudulently issued 
by you in favour of Sri B K Shivanna for Rs. 10000/- was 
lodged for collection by him through his a/c at Canara 
Bank. When the cheque was presented to CAO Bangalore 
on 04.02.1982 through clearing you pilferred the same. Thus 
the amount was credited to SB A/c of Sri B K Shivanna. 

b. That on 09.02.1982 a CH No. 253207 issued by you 
fvg. SriB.K. Shivanna for Rs. 10000/-drawn on SB 15533 
maintained at Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore was lodged 
for collection at Canara Bank and the same was presented 
to CAO Bangalore in clearing. By your resorting to the 
malpractice as explained above, the amount of the cheque 
was credited to SB a/c of Sri B.K. Shivanna on the same 
day. 


Following circumstances appear on record in respect of 
the above transactions: 

1. In the matter of issuing a Cheque for Rs. 15000/- in 
your favour and lodging the same for collection at Vijaya 
Bank P G Halli Branch Bangalore for the credit of SB A/c 
9001 opened with them: 

You pilfered a Cheque leaf bearing No. 438607 from the 
Cheque Book 438601 to 610 issued to SB 16765 of Sri L 
Ravindra on 28.12.1981, Attender working at Wilson Garden 
Branch Bangalore and fraudulently issued the same in your 
favour and lodged the same for collection at Vijaya Bank 
Palace Guttahalli Branch Bangalore for the credit of your 


c. That on 23.02.1982 a CH No. 253209 for Rs. 10000/- 
issued by you drawn on your SB A/c maintained at Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore was lodged for collection at 
Canara Bank and the same was presented to CAO Bangalore 
in clearing. By your resorting to the malpractice as explained 
above the amount was credited to the account of Sri B.K. 
Shivanna on the same day. 

d. That on 16.03.1982, a Ch No. 438499 issued by you 
favouring Sri B.K. Shivanna for Rs. 7000/- pertaining to 
your SB. A/c 15533 maintained at Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore was lodged for collection at Canara Bank and 
the same was presented in clearing. By your resorting to 
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the malpractice as explained supra, the amount was credited 
to the SB AJc of Sri B.K. Shivanna. 

The amounts in respect of cheques mentioned above 
were withdrawn by Sri B.K. Shivanna on various dates and 
handed over the same to you. 

3. In the matter of issuing 2 Cheques amounting to 
Rs. 11000/- in favour of Sri Srikantegowda, your brother- 
SB A/c 18495 with Canara Bank Vyalikaval Branch 
Bangalore. 

That Sri Srikantegowda, your brother residing at 
209/59,12th B Cross, Vyalikaval Bangalore opened SB A/c 
18495 on 05.03.1982 with the introduction of Sri B. K. 
Shivanna (Ref. S. No. 2) at Canara Bank Vyalikaval Branch 
Bangalore. 

(a) That on 11.03.1982, aChNo. 438498 issued by you 
for Rs. 10000/- favouring Shri Sriknategowda drawn on 
your SB AJc 15533 maintained at Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore was lodged for collection at Canara Bank for 
credit of the said SB A/c. The same was presented to CAO 
Bangalore on 11.03.1982. By your resorting to the 
malpractice as explained above the amount of this cheque 
was credited to his SB AJc on the same day. 

(b) That on 12.04.1982 a Ch No. 154446 pilfered by you 
from the Cheque book bearing No. 154441 to 450 issued to 
Sri L. Ravindraon his SB AJc 16765, and fraudulently issued 
by you for Rs. 1000/- in favour of Sri Srikantegowda your 
brother, was lodged for collection by him at the said Bank. 
The same was presented on CAO Bangalore on 12.04.1982 
through clearing. By your resorting to the malpractice as 
explained supra, the amount was credited to the account of 
the payee. 

The amounts so credited were withdrawn on different 
dates and were handed over to you. 

4. In the matter of issuing 5 Cheques aggregating to 
Rs. 31000/- to Shri Srikantegowda, SB A/c 6058 with State 
Bank of Mysore, Vyalikaval branch, Bangalore. 

That Sri Srikantegowda, your brother residing at D 209, 
12th B Cross, Vyalikaval Bangalore (as mentioned in 
SI. No. 3) opened SB A/c 605 8 on 30.12.1981 at the above 
said branch/Bank. 

(a) That on 05.01.1982 a Ch No. 145007, pilfered by you 
from the Cheque book bearing Nos. 145001 to 145010 issued 
to SB AJc 16230 of Sri Srikantegowda fraudulently issued 
by you for Rs. 6000/- was lodged for collection and the 
same was lodged for collection at State Bank of Mysore 
and the same was presented bythe said Bank in clearing to 
CAO Bangalore on 05.01.1982. By your resorting to the 
malpractice as explained above, the amount in respect of 
this cheque was credited to the SB AJc of Sri Srikantegowda. 

(b) That on 12.01.1982, Ch No. 145908, pilfered by you 
from the Cheque book containing Nos. 145001 to 145010 


issued to SB AJc 16230 of Shri Srikantegowda fraudulently 
issued by you for Rs. 5000/- which was lodged for collection 
at State Bank of Mysore and the same was presented by 
the said Bank in clearing to CAO Bangalore on 12.01.82. By 
your resorting to the malpractice as explained above the 
amount was credited to the SB AJc of Sri Srikantegowda. 

(c) That on 24.01.1982 a Ch No. 145009 pilfered by you 
from the Cheque book containing Nos. 145001 to 145010 
issued to SB AJc 16230 of Sri Srikantegowda fraudulently 
issued by you for Rs. 6000/- lodged for collection at State 
Bank of Mysore and the same was presented by the said 
Bank in clearing to CAO Bangalore on 24.01.82. By your 
resorting to the malpractice as explained above, the amount 
in respect of the cheque was credited to the SB AJc of 
SriSrikantegowda. 

(d) That on 27.01.1982 Ch. No. 435069 pertaining to your 
SB AJc 15533 issued by you favouring Sri Srikantegowda 
for Rs. 7000/- was presented by State Bank of Mysore in 
clearing to CAO Bangalore. By your resorting to the 
malpractice as explained above the amount in respect of 
the same was credited to the SB Account of Sri 
Srikantegowda. 

(e) That on 01.04.1982 a Ch. No. 798692. Which was 
pilfered by you from the Cheque Book 798691 to 798700 
issued to Smt. Ashwathamma on 28.05.1980 pertaining to 
her SB AJc 13963 closed on 21.06.1980 fraudulently issued 
by you favouring Sri Srikantegowda for Rs. 7000/- was 
presented in clearing to CAO: Bangalore. By your resorting 
to the malpractice as explained above the amount in respect 
of the same was credited to the SB AJc of Sri Srikantegowda. 

The Cheques issued in SI. No. a to c are from the Cheque 
book containing leaves from 145001 to 145010 obtained by 
you, issued to Sri Srikantegowda on 12.03.1981. 

The amounts in respect of the aforesaid Cheques lodged 
for collection at the above said bank were withdrawn by Sri 
Srikantegowda on various dates and the same were handed 
over to you. 

5. In the matter of issuing 3 Cheques amounting to 
Rs. 11000/- to Sri H.K. Bettaiah SB A/c 13942 with Vijaya 
Bank, K.G Road Bangalore. 

That Sri H. K. Bettaiah working as an Attender at 
Inspection Department Vijaya Bank K.G. Road Bangalore 
opened SB A/c 13942 on 29.03.1977 with that branch. 

(a) That on 26.11.1981 aCh.No. 145004 pilfered by you 
out of the Cheque book containing cheque leaves from 
145001 to 145010 issued to Sri Srikantegowda, fraudulently 
issued by you for Rs. 5000/- favouring Sri H.K. Bettaiah 
was lodged for collection at Vijaya Bank. The said cheque 
was presented to CAO: Bangalore, in clearing, on 
27.11.1981. By your resorting to the malpractice as explained 
above the amount was credited to the SB account of Sri 
H.K. Bettaiah on the same day. 
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b. That on 02.12.1981 aCh.No. 145005 pilfered by you 
out of the Cheque Book containing cheque leaves from 
145001 to 145010 to issued to Sii Siikantegowda, for his SB 
16230 fraudulently issued for Rs. 4000/- hy you favouring 
Sri H.K. Bettaiah was lodged for collection at Vijaya Bank, 
and the same was presented to CAD Bangalore in clearing 
on 3.12.81. By your resorting to the malpractice as explained 
above and the amount was credited to the SB A/c of 
Sri Bettaiah on the same day. 

c. That on 05.12.1981 aCh. No. 145006 pilfered by you 
out of the Cheque hook containing cheque leaves from 
145001 to 145010 issued to Sri Srikantegowda, fraudulently 
issued for Rs. 4000/- by, you favouring Sri H.K. Bettaiah 
was lodged for collection at the Vijaya Bank by the payee 
and was presented to CAD in clearing on 07-12-1991. By 
your resorting to the malpractice as explained above the 
amount of the Cheque was credited to the Payee's SB A/c 
the same day. 

The aforesaid Cheques are out of the Cheque Book 
containing leaves from 145001 to 145010 issued to 
Sri Srikantegowda, your Brother on 12.03.1981 to his SB 
A/c 16230 at Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore and the 
said Cheque book was taken delivery by you. 

The amounts of the said Cheques credited to the SB 
A/c were withdrawn by the account holder on various dates 
and were handed over to you. 

6. In the matter of issuing 3 Cheques amounting to 
Rs. 20009/- in favour of Sri H. K. Puttamadiah SB A/c 3338 
with State Bank of Mysore Madhavnagar Branch Bangalore. 

That Sri H.K. Puttamadiah employed in KEB ITC 
Sri R.C. Road Bangalore opened SB A/c 3338 on 13.02.1981 
at State Bank of Mysore Madhavnagar Bangalore. 

a. That on 16.12.1981 a CH No. 372909 for Rs. 4000/- 
issued by you pertaining to your SB A/C 15533 at Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore was lodged for collection by the 
payee at State Bank of Mysore and same was presented in 
clearing to CAD Bangalore on 17.12.1981. By your resorting 
to the malpractice as explained above the amount was 
credited to the said SB A/c on the same day. 

b. That on 28.12.1981 a CH No. 435064 for Rs. 6000/- 
issued by you pertaining to your SB A/c 15533 at Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore was lodged for collection by the 
payee at State Bank of Mysore and the same was presented 
in clearing to CAD Bangalore on 29.12.1981 by the said 
Bank. By your resorting to the malpractice as explained 
above the amount was credited to the SB A/c of the payee 
on the same day. 

c. That on 18.03.1982 a CH No. 438500 for Rs. 10000/- 
issued by you pertaining to your SB A/c 15533 at Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore was lodged for collection by the 
payee at State Bank of Mysore and was presented in 


clearing to CAD Bangalore on same day. By your resorting 
to the malpractice as explained above the amount was 
credited to the SB A/c of the payee on the same day. 

All the amounts so credited were withdrawn by Sri H K 
Puttamadiah on different dates and were handed over to 
you. 

7. In the matter of issuing 3 Cheques amounting to 
Rs 25000/- to Smt. B KMangalamma SB 4621 with Indian 
Bank, Chamarajpet Branch Bangalore: 

That Smt. B KHangalamma residing at No. 19, Gavipuram 
Guttanalli Bangalore opened SB A/c 4621 on 06.01.1981 
with Indian Bank Chamarajpet Branch Bangalore. 

a. That on 04.03.1982 CH No. 438494 issued by you for 
Rs. 10000/- pertaining to your SB A/c 15533 at Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore was lodged for collection at 
Indian Bank and the same was sent for collection through 
clearing to CAO Bangalore 05.03.1982 by Indian Bank. By 
your resorting to the malpractice as explained above the 
amount was credited to the SB A/c of the payee on the 
same day. 

b. That on 10.03.1982 CH No. 438496 issued by you for 
Rs. 5000/- pertaining to your SB A/c 15533 at Wilson Garden 
Branch Bangalore was lodged for collection at Indian Bank 
and the same was sent for collection through clearing to 
CAO Bangalore on 11.03.1982. By your resorting to the 
malpractice as explained above the amount was credited to 
the SB A/c of the payee on the same day. 

c. That on 02.04.1982 CH No. 798693, pilfered by you 
out of the Cheque book No. 798691 to 798700 issued to 
Smt. Ashwathamma pertaining to her SB A/c 13963 issued 
on 28.05.1980 fraudulently issued by you for Rs. 10000/- 
favouring Smt. B.K. Mangalamma was lodged for collection 
at Indian Bank for credit of SB 4621 with them. The said 
Bank presented the said cheque in clearing to CAO 
Bangalore on 05.04.1982. By your resorting to the 
malpractice as explained above the amount was credited to 
the SB A/c of the payee on the same day. The SB A/c 13963 
of Smt. Aswathamma was closed on 21.6.1980 at our Wilson 
Garden Branch, Bangalore. 

That the amounts in respect of above mentioned 
Cheques credited to SB A/c 4621 were withdrawn by 
Smt. Mangalamma on different dates and she handed over 
the amount to you. 

8. In the matter of issuing Cheques amounting to 
Rs. 20000/- in favour of Sri Y R Muniyappa SB 5635 with 
Karnataka Bank Ltd 6th Block Rajajinagar Bangalore: 

That Sri YR. Muniyappa residing at No. 26,1 Main Road 
Cholurapalya, Magadi Road, Bangalore opened SB A/c 
5635 on 25.04.1980 at the above Bank. 

That on 03.03.1982 CH No. 438493 issued by you for 
Rs. 10000/- another CH No. 438495 for Rs. 10000/- issued 
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by you on 10.03.1982, both pertaining to your SB A/c 15533 
at Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore were lodged for 
collection at Karnataka Bank for the credit of SB A/c 5635 
of Sri V.R. Huniyappa at that Bank and the same were 
presented in clearing to CAO Bangalore on 03.03.1982 and 
10.03.1982 respectively. By your resorting to the malpractice 
as explained above the amounts were credited to the SB 
A/c of the payee on the respective days. 

The said amounts have been withdrawn by the party 
and handed over to you. 

9. In the matter of issuing Cheques amounting to 
Rs. 51500/- in favour of Sri T. Devendra Reddy SB 8942 
with Canara Bank, Bytarayanapura, Bangalore: 

That Sri T Devendra Reddy an employee of Jayaramdas 
Udyog Limited Mysore Road Bangalore has opened SB 
8942 on 15.03.1979 in the above Bank. 

a. That on 10.12.1981,16.12.1981 and 22.12.1981 Cheques 
bearing Nos. 372908 for Rs 2500/- 372910 for Rs 6000/- and 
435063 for Rs 3000/- all issued by you in favour of Sri T 
Devendra Reddy drawn on Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore pertaining to your SB 15533 were lodged for 
collection at Canara Bank. The said Bank presented these 
cheques in clearing to CAO Bangalore on the dates 
mentioned above. By your resorting to the malpractice as 
explained above the amount was credited to the SB A/c of 
the payee on the respective days. 

b. That on 06.01.1982, a CH No. 433398 pilfered by you 
from the Cheque book 433391 to 433400 issued on 7.11.1981 
to SB A/c No.l7185ofSri Chikkasiddiah, Attender of Wilson 
Garden Branch Bangalore,issued by you for Rs. 6,000/- in 
favour of Sri T Devendra Reddy and the same was lodged 
for collection at Canara Bank on 06.01.1982. The said Bank 
presented the cheque to CAO Bangalore on 6.1.82. By 
your resorting to the malpractice as explained above the 
amount was credited to the SB A/c of the payee on the 
same day. 

c. That on 13.1.1982, 20.01.1982 and 02.02.1982, you 
issued Cheques bearing Nos. 435067,435068,435070 for 
Rs. 10000/-, Rs. 10000/- and for Rs. 7,000 respectively in the 
name of Sri T Devendra Reddy drawn on our Wilson Garden 
Branch Bangalore pertaining to your S/B A/c 15533. These 
cheques were lodged for collection at Canara Bank 
Byatarayanpura on the afore said dates and the said Bank 
presented the same in clearing to CAO Bangalore on the 
said dates. By your resorting to the malpractice as explained 
above the amounts were credited to the SB A/c of the 
payee on the respective days. 

d. That on 02.03.1982 CH No. 253210 issued by you for 
Rs. 7000/- favouring Sri T. Devendra Reddy, drawn on our 
Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore pertaining to your SB 
A/c 15533 was lodged for collection by the Payee at Canara 
Bank and the said Bank sent the same for collection to 


CAO Bangalore on 03.03.1982 in clearing. By your resorting 
to the malpractice as explained above the amount was 
credited to the SB A/c of the payee on the same day. 

All the amounts in respect of Cheques issued by you as 
mentioned above were credited to SB A/c 8942 and were 
withdrawn by Sri T Devendra Reddy and handed over to 
you. 

10. In the matter of issuing Cheques amountin to 
Rs. 39000/- in favour of Sri N Thas SB 551 with Bank of 
Baroda, Palace Orchards, Sadashivanagar Bangalore: 

That Sri N. Thas, residing at No. 215, Bellary Road, 
Bangalore has SB 551 with the said Bank since 09.01.1979. 

a. That on 01.01.1982, 02.03.1982 and on 11.03.1982 
Cheque Nos. 435066,438492 and 438497 issued by you for 
Rs. 2000/- Rs. 10000/- and Rs. 7000/- respectively in favour 
of Sri N Thas drawn on Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore 
pertaining to your SB 15533 were lodged for collection by 
him at Bank of Baroda. The said Bank presented these 
Cheques on the dates mentioned above to CAO Bangalore 
inclearing. By your resorting to the malpractice as explained 
above the amounts were credited to the SB are of the 
payee on the respective dates. 

b. That on 29.03.1982, CH. No. 438608 pilfered by you 
from the Cheque book 438601 to 438610 issued to SB A/c 
16765 of Sri L Ravindra, Attender, Wilson Garden Branch 
Bangalore fraudulently issued by you for Rs. 10000/- 
favouring Sri N. Thas was lodged for collection by the 
Payee on 29.3.1982. The said Bank presented the cheque in 
clearing to CAD Bangalore on 29.3.1982. By your resorting 
to the malpractice as explained above the amount was 
credited to the SB A/c of the payee on the same day. 

c. That on 07.04.1982, CH. No. 788352 issued by you for 
Rs. 10000/- favouring Sri N. Thas drawn on Wilson Garden 
Branch Bangalore pertaining to your SB 15533 was lodged 
for collection by the Payee at Bank of Baroda and the same 
was presented in clearing to CAO Bangalore on 7.4.1982. 
By your resorting to the malpractice as explained above 
the amount was credited to the SB A/c of the payee on the 
same day. 

All the amounts mentioned above in respect of various 
Cheques issued by you credited to SB 551 were withdrawn 
by Sri N Thas on various dates and the said amounts were 
handed over to you subsequently. 

11. In the matter of issuing a Cheque for Rs. 5000/- Joint 
SB 842 of Sri C K Channiah and Smt. Narsamma with New 
Bank of India, Sampige Road Malleswaram, Bangalore: 

That Sri C K Channiah and Smt. Narasamma W/o C K 
Channiah part time sweeper New Bank of India Sampige 
Road Malleswaram Bangalore opened SB 842 with the 
above Bank on 12.01.1981. 
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That on 12.04.1982, a CH. No. 427322 pilfered by you 
out of the Cheque book bearing Nos. 427321 to 427330 
issued on 31.8.1981 to Sri R PNarasinga Rao to his SB A/c 
15754 favouring Sri C. K. Channaiah and Smt. Narasamma 
for Rs. 5000/- was lodged for collection at New Bank of 
India and the said Bank presented the cheque through 
clearing to CAO Bangalore on 12.04.1982. By your resorting 
to the malpractice and explained above the amount was 
credited to the Jt. SB A/c of the payees on the same day. 
The amount so credited was withdrawn by the said parties 
and handed over to you. 

The persons named is S. No. 2 and 5 to 11 are well 
known to you and the person named under S. No. 3 & 4 is 
your own Brother. Wilson Garden Branch Bangalore 
received none of the Cheques mentioned above through 
clearing. If these cheques were received in the inward 
clearing at the branch, they ought to have been returned to 
the presenting Banks, as on all the said dates, there was no 
sufficient funds in your a/c or in the SB A/c of the persons 
referred therein, to pass these cheques, which you are aware. 
During the relevant period, you were carrying clearing 
cheques, both inward and outward, to CAO Bangalore and 
was also assisting to sort the Cheques at CAO Bangalore. 
While sorting the cheques, you stealthily removed the 
Cheques under reference and destroyed the same, before 
they were listed at CAO Bangalore on respective dates 
mentioned as above. 

The above circumstances go to indicate that with a 
dishonest intention of deriving undue pecuniary benefit at 
the cost of the Bank, you fraudulently issued the Cheques 
mentioned as above on various dates in favour of yourself 
and also in favour of persons mentioned therein and 
destroyed the same at CAO Bangalore when they were 
presented in clearing to them, you thereby resorted to 
fraudulent acts and acted in a manner detrimental to the 
interest of the Bank. Your above fraudulent acts constitute 
Gross-Misconduct as per Clause 19.5 (j) of Bipartite 
Settlement. 

You are therefore charged with Gross Misconduct of 
"doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the Bank" under 
Clause 19.5 (j) of the Bipartite Settlement. 

You are advised to submit your written statement of 
Defence, if any, within 15 days from the date of receipt of 
this Charge Sheet. 

Your faithfully, 
SD/- 

[V. Ganeshan], 
Asst. General Manager." 

since the I Party failed to avail the opportunities given to 
him for giving reply/explanation to the charge sheet the 
Disciplinary Authority by his order dated 14.06.2000 


appointing Sh. M.S. Dwarakanath as Enquiry Officer and 
Sh. M. Uampathy as Presenting Officer ordered for holding 
Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry Officer while causing notice 
to the CSE/1 Party to appear for enquiry on his appearance 
along with Sh. K. Srinivas Babu, State Secretary, SBSU, as 
his Defence Representative after observing the formalities 
of the preliminary hearing recording the evidence of Sh. M. 
S. Bhat, Retired Manager, Wilson Garden Branch, 
Bangalore; Sh. Jayaram Shenoy, Manager, Kumta Branch; 
Sh. S S Navada, Retired Assistant Manager, Wilson Garden 
Branch; Sh. Stanley Maben, Clerk, Russel Market Branch, 
Bangalore; Sh. TK. Ramakrishnan, Vigilance Officer, Kochi 
Port Trust, Kochi as MW 1 to MW 5 and exhibiting 313 
documents the detailed description of which are narrated 
in the annexure as the CSE/I Party and the Defence 
Representative failed to attend the enquiry from 10.07.2000 
onwards while discharging the management witnesses from 
cross-examination and taking that CSE/I Party has no 
evidence to adduce submitted his report dated 30.12.2000 
all charges being proved. Then the Disciplinary Authority 
while forwarding the copy of the enquiry finding to CSE/I 
Party and giving an apportunity of hearing imposed the 
punishment of dismissal from Service by his order dated 
07.02.2001. The said order of the Disciplinary Authority 
was when challenged by the CSE/I Party before General 
Manager (P)/Appellate Authority he too after affording 
opportunity of hearing confirmed the order of the 
Disciplinary Authority and Dismissed his appeal by order 
dated 03.07.2001. Then the I Party when approached the 
ALC(C), Bellary and he submitted FOC dated 16.07.2007 it 
resulted in this reference. 

5. The I party in his claim statement asserting that he 
who was appointed as Attender in the year 1979 having 
worked honestly for more than 22 years and on the same 
set of charges he was being prosecuted in CC No. 1782/ 
1985 on the file of V. Additional Chief Metropolitan 
Magistrate wherein he came to be acquitted through 
Judgement dated 16.05.1998 and though his Defence 
Representative gave representation to the effect that as 
per Para V of the Shastri Award the Award of acquittal 
passed by the competent court of law should not be lightly 
thrown aside, by holding an eye wash Domestic Enquiry 
he being imposed with punishment of Dismissal the same 
is liable to be set aside with direction to the II Pary to 
reinstate him with full backwages and other consequential 
benefits. INTERALIA, the II Party in its counter statement 
contended the I Party who was placed under suspension 
by order dated 29.04.1982 while revoking the same vide 
order dated 29.01.1998 without prejudice to the rights of 
the bank to proceed against him with Disciplinary Action 
depending on the outcome of the criminal case and that 
after the outcome of the order of the criminal court he was 
issued with charge sheet and as he failed to give any reply/ 
explanation a Domestic Enquiry was held by appointing 
Sh. M.S. Dwarakanath as Enquiry Officer and Sh. M. 
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Umapathy as Presenting Officer and in the said Domestic 
Enquiry the Enquiry Officer affording all fair and proper 
opportunities to the CSE/I Party through his enquiry finding 
dated 30.12.2000 held the charges as proved after affording 
him an opportunity of hearing having regard to the grave 
miscounduct proved against him the Disciplinary Authority 
by his detailed order dated 07.02.2001 imposed the 
punishment of dismissal and when same was challenged 
by CSE/I Party before the Appellate Authority he too after 
affording opportunity of hearing by his detailed order dated 
03.07.2001 having Dismissed the Appeal confirming the 
punishment imposed by the Disciplinary Authority there 
being no reasons to hold the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
being perverse or the punishment imposed being 
disproportionate the reference by rejected. 

6. Since after completion of the pleading by raising a 
Preliminary Issue as to. 

"Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 
party by the II party is Eair and Proper?" 

and receiving the evidence of both sides by order dated 
10.08.2012 the said issue has been answered in the 
Affirmative i.e., the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 
the I Party by the II party is Fair and Proper, after receiving 
the evidence of I party on the Points of Victimization and 
not being gainfully employed the arguments on merits 
being heard the Points that arises for my consideration are: 

Point No. I : Whether the I Party able to demonstrate 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer the charges are proved 
being perverse necessitating the interference of this 
tribunal? 

Point No. H: If not, whether the punishment of 
Dismissal imposed by the Disciplinary Authority and 
affirmed by the Appellate Authority is disproportionate to 
the misconduct alleged and proved against the I Party? 

Point No. Ill: What Order/Award? 

7. On appreciation of the pleadings. Oral and 
Documentary Evidence brought on record in the Domestic 
Enquiry and also in this proceedings by the I Party on the 
Point of Vctimization and also not being gainfully employed 
in the light of the arguments put forward by their learned 
advocates my finding on Point No. I and II are in the 
Negative and Point No. Ill is as per the final order for the 
following 

REASONS 

8. Point No. I: The only tramp card of the I Party through 
his claim statement and the evidence lead on the Points of 
Victimization and not being gainfully employed and through 
written arguments of his counsel is that in respect of these 
very charges he being acquitted in the criminal case before 
the V Additional CMM Bangalore in C C No. 1782/1995 
through j udgement dated 16.05.1998 he ought to have been 


exonerated from the charges. But with due respect to the I 
Party and his learned advocate as held by the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court in the case of Divisional Controller, KSRTC 
vs. M G Vittal Rao reported in (2012) ISCC 442 question of 
considering reinstatement after decision of acquittal or 
discharge by a competent criminal court arises only if 
dismissal from service is based on conviction by criminal 
court in view of provisions of Article 311(2) second 
provision(a) of Constitution or analogues provisions in 
statutory rules and where inspite of acquittal by a criminal 
court Domestic Enquiry is held it has to be seen whether 
finding of the Enquiry Officer charges are proved is perverse 
and punishment imposed is disproportionate his only 
contention that because he was acquitted in the criminal 
case the management/II Party ought not to have proceeded 
with the Domestic Enquiry and punished him is 
unacceptable. Since it is borne out from the proceedings of 
the enquiry the CSE/I Party by remaining absent failed to 
challenge the evidence of MW 1 to MW 5 by their cross- 
examination whose evidence corroborated by the 
documentary evidence substantiate the charges levelled 
against him there was no other go for the Enquiry Officer 
except to say that the charges are proved. Here also in 
view of the said fact the learned advocate appearing for 
the I Party simply in his written arguments reiterated the 
averments made in the claim statement without making any 
effort to demonstrate or satisfy me how the finding of the 
Enquiry Officer charges being proved is either baseless or 
perverse. Therefore, I have no reasons to say the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer charges are proved being baseless 
or perverse necessitating my interference. In the result, I 
arrive at conclusion of answering this Point in the Negative. 

9. Point No. II: The grave allegations proved against 
I Party of 37 Cheques for total amount of Rs. 267500.00 
without balance in his account and further making attempts 
to see that they are however passed for payment taking 
disadvantage of being an employee in the Bank do not 
deserve any sympathy as such I have no reason to say the 
punishment of dismissal imposed being disproportionate. 
In other words having regared to the grave misconduct 
committed by the I Party the punishment of dismissal 
cannot be termed as disproportionate. In the result while 
arriving at conclusion of answering this Point as well in the 
Negative, I pass the following. 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Syndicate Bank in 
dismissing Shri L Shivanna, Ex-Employee (Employment 
No. 310358) is held legal and justified and that he is not 
entitle for any relief. 

(Dictated to UDC, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 31 st March 2015) 

S.N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
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Aimexure-I 

Documents exhibited on behalf of the Management in 

MEx-20 

: SB withdrawal slip dt. 15.04.1982 for 

Rs. 300/- 

Domestic Enquiry 


MEx-21 

: Certified extract of ledger in respect of 

SB A/c No. 551 of Sri N Thas from 

MEx-1 : 

Letter No. Gen. 7/350 dt. 10.09.1982 
from Manger, BOB, Bangalore to 


01.01.1982 to 16.6.1982 


Inspector of Police, CBI, Bangalore 

MEx-22 

: Letter No. Court Cases/2402/BRKB/ 

82 dt. 10.9.1982 from the Manager, 

MEx-2 : 

Account opening form with specimen 
signature card in respect of SB 
account No. 551 in the name of 

Sri N Thas 

MEx-23 

Canara Bank, Vyalikaval Branch, 
Bangalore addressed to Sri T K 
Ramakrishnan 

: SB Account opening form dt. 

MEx-3 : 

SB Pay in slip No. 313938 dt. 

01.01.1982 for Rs. 2000/- 


02.01.1982 in respect of SB Account 
No. 18420 of Sri B K Shivanna 

MEx4 : 

SB Pay in slip No. 64394 dt. 02.03.1982 
forRs. 10000/- 

MEx-24 

: Specimen signature card dt. 02.01.1982 

in respect of the above 

MEx-5 : 

SB Pay in slip No. 643096 dt. 

11.03.1982 forRs. 7000/- 

MEx-25 

: SB Pay in slip dt. 04.02.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-6 : 

SB Pay in slip No. 643097 dt. 
29.03.1982 forRs. 10000/- 

MEx-26 

: SB Pay in slip dt. 09.02.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-7 : 

SB Pay in slip No. 643098 dt. 
07.04.1982 forRs. 10000/- 

MEx-27 

: SB Pay in slip dt. 23.02.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-8 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 04.01.1982 for 

Rs. 2000/- 

MEx-28 

: SB Pay in slip dt. 16.03.1982 for 

Rs.7000/- 

MEx-9 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 04.03.1982 for 
Rs.5000/- 

MEx-29 

MEx-30 

: Ch. No. 926121 dt. 08.02.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

: Ch. No. 926122 dt. 11.02.1982 for 

MEx-10 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 06.03.1982 for 
Rs. 200/- 

MEx-31 

Rs. 10000/- 

: Ch. No. 926123 dt. 25.02.1982 for 

MEx-11 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 11.03.1982 for 

Rs. 1500/- 

MEx-32 

Rs.5000/- 

: Ch. No. 926124 dt. 26.02.1982 for 

MEx-12 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 22.03.1982 for 
Rs. 800/- 

MEx-33 

Rs.5000/- 

: Ch. No. 926125 dt. 18.03.1982 for 

MEx-13 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 25.03.1982 for 

Rs. 1000/- 

MEx-34 

Rs.7000/- 

: Account opening form dt. 05.03.1982 

MEx-14 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 25.03.1982 for 

Rs. 500/- 


in respect of SB Account No. 18495 of 
Sri B K Srikantegouda 

MEx-15 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 29.03.1982 for 
Rs.6700/- 

MEx-35 

: Specimen signature card dt. 05.03.1982 

in respect of the above 

MEx-16 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 01.04.1982 for 

Rs. 3000/- 

MEx-36 

: SB Pay in slip dt. 11.03.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-17 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 03.04.1982 for 

Rs. 3000/- 

MEx-37 

: SB Pay in slip dt. 12.04.1982 for 

Rs. 1000/- 

MEx-18 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 07.04.1982 for 
Rs.5000/- 

MEx-38 

: Ch. No. 934140 dt. 16.03.1982 for 

Rs.6000/- 

MEx-19 : 

SB withdrawal slip dt. 13.04.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-39 

: Ch. No. 934581 dt. 22.03.1982 for 

Rs. 1100/- 
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MEx-40 

: Ch. No. 934582 dt. 31.03.1982 for 

Rs. 3000/- 

MEx41 

: Ch. No. 934585 dt. 15.04.1982 for 

Rs. 13000/- 

MEx42 

: Letter No. Court Cases/2402 dt. 

10.09.1982 from the Manager, Canara 
Bank, Viyalikaval Branch, Bangalore 
addressed to Sri T K Ramakrishnan 

MEx43 

: CXCofSBledgersheetNo. 021461 in 

respect of SB account No. 18420 of 
B K Shivanna 

MEx44 

: CXC of SB ledger sheet No. 834939 in 

respect of SB account No. 18495 of 
Sri Srikantegouda 

MEx45 

: Letter dt. 10.09.1982 from the Manager, 

SBM, Vyalikaval Branch, Bangalore, 
addressed to the Inspector of Police 

MEx46 

: SB Account opening from dt. Nil in 

respect of SB Account No. 6058 of 
Sri Srikantegouda 

MEx47 

: SB account pay in slipdt. 05.01.1982 

forRs. 6000/- 

MEx48 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 12.01.1982 

forRs. 5000/- 

MEx49 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 16.01.1982 

forRs. 5040/- 

MEx-50 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 24.01.1982 

forRs. 6000/- 

MEx-51 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 27.01.1982 

forRs. 7000/- 

MEx-52 

: SB account pay in slipdt. 01.04.1982 

forRs. 7000/- 

MEx-53 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

07.01.1982 forRs. 6000/- 

MEx-54 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

15.01.1982 forRs. 5000/- 

MEx-55 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

27.01.1982 forRs. 5000/- 

MEx-56 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

28.01.1982 forRs. 6000/- 

MEx-57 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

30.01.1982 forRs. 7000/- 

MEx-58 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

03.04.1982 forRs. 5000/- 

MEx-59 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

07.04.1982 forRs. 1305/- 


MEx-60 

: SB Account withdrawal slip dt. 

07.04.1982 forRs. 1000/- 

MEx-61 

: Certified extract of SB ledger folio of 

SB a/c 6058 from 30.12.1981 to 
07.04.1982 (4 sheets) 

MEx-62 

Letter No. OR/Misc./NSR/l 1775/82 dt. 

13.09.1982 from the Sr. Manager, Vijaya 
Bank, KG Road, Bangalore addressed 
to Sri T K Ramakrishnan 

MEx-63 

: Acount opening form dt. 29.03.1977 

in respect of SB Account No. 13942 of 
Sri H K Bettaiah 

MEx-64 

: Specimen signature card dt. 02.01.1982 

in respect of the above 

MEx-65 

: Pay in slip dt. 26.11.1981 for Rs. 5000/ 

MEx-66 

: Pay in slip dt. 02.12.1981 for Rs. 4000/- 

MEx-67 

: Pay in slip dt. 05.12.1981 for Rs. 4000/- 

MEx-68 

: Ch. No. 485008 dt. 30.11.1981 for 

Rs.4600/- 

MEx-69 

: Ch. No. 926121 dt. 01.12.1981 for 

Rs. 200/- 

MEx-70 

: Ch. No. 926121 dt. 04.12.1981 for 

Rs.4000/- 

MEx-71 

: Ch. No. 926121 dt. 01.12.1981 for 

Rs. 200/- 

MEx-72 

: Ch. No. 926121 dt. 08.12.1980 for 

Rs.4000/- 

MEx-73 

: Statement of account in respect of SB 

AccountNo. 13942 fromOl.Ol.1981 to 
02.12.1981 in the manuscript and from 
02.12.1981 to 01.09.1982 xerox copy 
(5 sheets) 

MEx-74 

: Letter dt. 20.2.1982 from the Manager, 

Indian Bank, Camarajpet Branch, 
Bangalore, addressed to Sri T K 
Ramakrishnan 

MEx-75 

: SB Account opening form cum 

specimen signature card dt. 06.01.1981 
in respect of SB Account No. 4621 in 
the name of Smt. Mangalamma 

MEx-76 

: SB challan dt. 04.03.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-77 

: SB challan dt. 10.03.1982 for 

Rs.5000/- 
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MEx-78 

: SB challan dt. 02.04.1982 for 

MEx-97 

: Ch No. 796452 dt. 11.04.1982 for 


Rs. lOOOO/- 


Rs.5000/- 

MEx-79 

: Ch. No. 670201 dt. 09.03.1982 for 

MEx-98 

: Letter No. 259/128/259/Gen dt. 


Rs. 65000/- 


15.04.1982 of Syndicate Bank, Wilson 

MEx-80 

: Ch. No. 670202 dt. 13.03.1982 for 

Rs.8100/- 


Garden Branch, Bangalore, addressed 
to the Manager, Vijaya Bank, P G Halli, 
Bangalore 

MEx-81 

: Ch. No. 670205 dt. 07.04.1982 for 

Rs.9900/- 

MEx-99 

: Written Memo dt. 15.04.1982 from 

Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden 

MEx-82 

: Certified extract of SB ledger folio of 


Branch, regarding Ch. No. 427321 dt. 


SB A/c 4621 from 06.01.1981 to 


10.04.1982. 


04.05.1982 

MEx-100 

: Statement of account in respect of SB 

MEx-83 

: Letter No. 4058/82dt. 20.09.1982 from 


A/c No. 9001 of Sri L Shivanna from 


the Manager, Karnataka Bank, 


31.03.1982 to 09.06.1982. 


Rajajinagar, Addressed to Sri T K 
Ramakrishnan 

MEx-101 

: Letter No. Gen/4293 dt. 24.09.1982 of 

the Manager, New Bank of India, 

MEx-84 

: SB Account opening form dt. 


Malleswaram Branch, Bangalore, 


23.04.1980 in respect of SB Account 


addressed to Sri T K Ramakrishnan 


No. 7635 of Sri Y R Muniyappa 

MEx-102 

: SB Account opening form in respect 

MEx-85 

: Specimen signature card dt. 02.01.1982 


of Jt. SB Account No. 842 in the names 


in respect of the above 


of Sri C K Channaiah and 

MEx-86 

: Pay in slip dt. 03.03.1982 for 


Smt. Narasamma 


Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-103 

: Specimen signature card dt. 12.01.1981 

MEx-87 

: Pay in slip dt. 10.03.1982 for 


in respect of the above 


Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-104 

: Pay in slip dt. 12.04.1982 for 

MEx-88 

: Pay in slip dt. 13.04.1982 for 


Rs.5000/- 


Rs. 11600/- 

MEx-105 

: Order form dt. 15.04.1982 for 

MEx-89 

: Ch. No. 150140 dt. 05.03.1982 for 


withdrawal of Rs. 500/- 


Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-106 

: Orde form dt. 15.04.1982 for withdrawal 

MEx-90 

: Ch. No. 157501 dt. 12.03.1982 for 


of Rs. 500/- 


Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-107 

: Order form dt. 16.04.1982 for 

MEx-91 

: Certified extract of SB ledger folio of 


withdrawal of Rs. 3500/- 


SB a/c 5635 from 28.04.1980 to 

MEx-108 

: Order form dt. 01.05.1982 for 


20.09.1982 (2 sheets) 


withdrawal of Rs. 500/- 

MEx-92 

: LetterNo.KRR/82dt.24.09.1982ofthe 

MEx-109 

: Extract of SB ledger folio of SB A/c 


Manager, Vijaya Bank, P G Halli, 


842from 12.01.1981 to 15.01.1982 


Bangalore, addressed to Sri T K 
Ramakrishnan 

MEx-110 

: Letter No. Misc./953 dt. 29.09.1982 of 

the Manager, SBM, Madhavanagar, 

MEx-93 

: SB Account opening form cum 


Bangalore addressed to Sri T K 


specimen signature card dt. 31.03.1982 


Ramakrishnan 


in respect of SB Account No. 9001 in 
the name of Sri L Shivanna 

MEx-111 

: SB Account opening form dt. 

13.02.1981 in respect of SB Account 

MEx-94 

: SB credit challan dt. 08.04.1982 for 


No. 3338 in the name of Sri H K 


Rs. 15000/- 


Puttamadaiah 

MEx-95 

: SB credit challan dt. 10.04.1982 for 

MEx-112 

: Specimen signature card in respect of 


Rs. 15000/- 


the above 

MEx-96 

: Ch. No. 796451 dt. 10.04.1981 for 

MEx-113 

: Credit challan dt. 16.12.1981 for 


Rs. 10000/- 


Rs.4000/- 
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MEx-114 

: Credit challan dt. 28.12.1981 for 

Rs.6000/- 

MEx-136 

MEx-115 

: Credit challan dt. 18.03.1982 for 

Rs. 10000/- 

MEx-137 

MEx-116 

: Withdrawal form dt. 18.12.1981 for 

Rs. 3975/- 

MEx-138 

MEx-117 

: Withdrawal form dt. 01.01.1982 for 

Rs.6000/- 

MEx-139 

MEx-118 

: Withdrawal form dt. 19.03.1982 for 

Rs.7100/- 

MEx-140 

MEx-119 

: Withdrawal form dt. 20.03.1982 for 

Rs. 2600/- 

MEx-141 

MEx-120 

: Extract of SB ledger folio of SB A/c 

3338 of Sri H K Puttamadaiah from 

13.02.1981 to 31.03.1982 (2 sheets) 

MEx-142 

MEx-121 

: Acknowledgement dt. 05.10.1982 for 

taking over records 

MEx-143 

MEx-122 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 10.12.1981 

forRs. 2500/- 

MEx-144 

MEx-123 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 16.12.1981 

forRs. 6000/- 

MEx-145 

MEx-124 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 22.12.1981 

forRs. 3000/- 

MEx-146 

MEx-125 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 06.01.1982 

forRs. 6000/- 

MEx-147 

MEx-126 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 12.01.1982 

forRs. 10000/- 

MEx-148 

MEx-127 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 02.02.1982 

forRs. 10000/- 

MEx-149 

MEx-128 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 02.03.1982 

forRs. 7000/- 

MEx-150 

MEx-129 

: SB account pay in slip dt. 05.01.1982 

forRs. 7000/- 

MEx-151 

MEx-130 

: Ch. No. 697761 dt. 14.12.1981 for 

Rs. 2490/- 

MEx-152 

MEx-131 

: Ch. No. 698451 dt. 18.12.1981 for 

Rs.6000/- 

MEx-153 

MEx-132 

: Ch. No. 698453 dt. 26.12.1981 for 

Rs. 3000/- 

MEx-154 

MEx-133 

: Ch. No. 698455 dt. 12.01.1982 for 

Rs.4500/- 

MEx-155 

MEx-134 

: Ch. No. 698457 dt. 13.01.1982 for 

Rs. 1000/- 

MEx-156 

MEx-135 

: Ch. No. 695458 dt. 15.01.1982 for 

Rs. 75/- 

MEx-157 


Ch. No. 698460 dt. 15.01.1982 for 
Rs. 400/- 

Ch. No. 700562 dt. 16.01.1982 for 
Rs. 500/- 

Ch. No. 700983 dt. 18.01.1982 for 
Rs. 130/- 

Ch. No. 701131 dt. 20.01.1982 for 
Rs.5100/- 

Ch. No. 701132 dt. 20.01.1982 for 
Rs. 3200/- 

Ch. No. 287069 dt. 02.08.1981/ 
20.01.1982 forRs. 600/- 

Ch. No. 701133 dt. 21.01.1982 for 
Rs. 250/- 

Ch. No. 701134 dt. 23.01.1982 for 
Rs.9100/- 

Ch. No. 701135 dt. 25.01.1982 for 
Rs. 75/- 

Ch. No. 701136 dt. 27.01.1982 for 
Rs. 1000/- 

Ch. No. 701137 dt. 28.01.1982 for 
Rs. 100/- 

Ch. No. 701138 dt. 05.02.1982 for 
Rs. 300/- 

Ch. No. 703139 dt. 05.02.1982 for 
Rs.5200/- 

Ch. No. 703140 dt. 09.02.1982 for 
Rs. 1320/- 

Ch. No. 703101 dt. 10.02.1982 for 
Rs. 200/- 

Ch. No. 703103 dt. 26.02.1982 for 
Rs. 200/- 

Ch. No. 703104 dt. 01.03.1982 for 
Rs. 100/- 

Ch. No. 703107 dt. 05.03.1982 for 
Rs. 500/- 

Ch. No. 703106 dt. 05.03.1982 for 
Rs. 3200/- 

Ch. No. 703108 dt. 06.03.1982 for 
Rs. 2700/- 

Ch. No. 703109 dt. 18.02.1982 for 
Rs. 590/- 

Xerox copy of ledger sheet No. 519755 
in respect of SB Account No. 8942 
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MEk-158 

MEx-159 

MEk-160 

MEx-161 

MEk-162 

MEx-163 

MEk-164 

MEx-165 

MEk-166 

MEx-167 

MEk-168 


MEx-169 

MEk-170 

MEx-171 

MEk-172 


Letter No. BRP/Fraud/1572/82/MRM MEx-173 

dt. 05.10.1982 of the Sr. Manager, 

Canara Bank, Byatarayanapura, 
addressed to Sri T K Ramakrishnan 


SB Account ledger extract (original) 
in respect of SB A/c No. 15533 in the 
name of Sri L Shivanna from 27.07.1979 
to 13.04.1982 (7 sheets) 


Xerox copy of specimen signature card 
dt. 15.03.1979 in respect of SB account 
No. 8942 

True extract of the clearing waste sheet 
(subsidiary) of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Xerox copy of account opening form 
dt. 15.03.1979 in respect of SB Account 
8942 of Sri T Devendra Reddy 

Letter dt. 11.10.1982ofNewBankof 
India, Malleswaram, Bangalore 

Receipt dt. 12.11.1982 for taking over 
record. 


MEx-174 

MEx-175 

MEx-176 

MEx-177 

MEx-178 

MEx-179 


Ch. No. 435066 dt. 01.01.1982 for Rs. 
2000 /- 

Ch. No. 421236 dt. 01.01.1982 for Rs. 
200 /- 

Ch. No. 421237 dt. 01.02.1982 for Rs. 
200 /- 

Withdrawal slip No. 522144 dt. 
04.02.1982 for Rs. 50/- 

Withdrawal slip No. 522514 dt. 
10.02.1982 for Rs. 250/- 

Withdrawal slip No. 522579 dt. 
12.02.1982 for Rs. 150/- 


Statement made by Sri L Shivanna in 
his own handwriting and signed on 
20 paise revenue stamp on a white 
paper regarding 3 cheques for Rs. 
4000/-, Rs. 6000/- and Rs. 10000/- 

Receipt dt. 16.11.1982 for taking over 
record 

Statement made by Sri L Shivanna in 
his own handwriting and signed on 
20 paise revenue stamp on a white 
paper regarding 3 cheques for Rs. 
5000/-, Rs. 4000/- and Rs. 4000/- 

Receipt dt. 16.11.1982 for taking over 
record 

Stamp paper (No. 174 for Rs. 7/- issued 
to Sri L Shivanna on 05.04.1982) signed 
by Sri L Shivanna, Syndicate Bank, 
Wilson Garden on 05.04.1982 for 
having received Rs. 20000/- from Sri Y 
R Muniyappa 

Letter No. 2557 dt. 15.04.1982 of the 
Manager, Karnataka Bank, Rajajinagar, 
regarding return of Ch. No. 427323 dt. 
13.04.1982 for Rs. 11600/- 

Receipt dt. 19.01.1983 for taking over 
record 

Inward schedule dt. 13.04.1982 
received from Syndicate Bank, Central 
Accounts Office, Bangalore (Original) 

Xerox copy of SB ledger in respect of 
SB Account No. 13963 of Smt. 
Aswathamma 


MEx-180 

MEx-181 

MEx-182 

MEx-183 

MEx-184 

MEx-185 

MEx-186 

MEx-187 

MEx-188 

MEx-189 

MEx-190 

MEx-191 

MEx-192 

MEx-193 

MEx-194 

MEx-195 


Withdrawal slip No. 522604 dt. 
12.02.1982 for Rs. 10/- 

Withdrawal slip No. 523464 dt. 
02.03.1982 for Rs. 100/- 

Withdrawal slip No. 185026 dt. 
30.03.1982 for Rs. 100/- 

Withdrawal slip No. 195180 dt. 
01.04.1982 for Rs. 200/- 

Withdrawal slip No.185256 dt. 
02.04.1982 for Rs. 200/- 

Withdrawal slip No. 185396 dt. 
03.04.1982 for Rs. 200/- 

Pay in slip dt. 04.02.1982 for Rs. 30/- 

Pay in slip dt. 03.02.1982 for Rs. 150/- 

Pay in slip dt. 05.01.1982 for Rs. 200/- 

Pay in slip dt. 01.01.1982 for Rs. 400/- 

Clearing schedule dt. 05.01.1982 for 
Rs. 87809.08 

Clearing schedule dt. 07.01.1982 for 
Rs. 51673.23 

Clearing schedule dt. 13.01.1982 for 
Rs. 176675.95 

Clearing schedule dt. 21.01.1982 for 
Rs. 205195.14 

Clearing schedule dt. 25.01.1982 for 
Rs. 259,947.71 

Clearing schedule dt.27.01.1982 for 
Rs. 143139.57 
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MEx-1% 

MEx-197 

MEk-198 

MEk-199 

MEx-200 

MEx-201 

MEk-202 

MEk-203 

MEx-204 

MEx-205 

MEk-206 

MEk-207 

MEx-208 

MEx-209 

MEk-210 

MEk-211 

MEk-212 

MEx-213 

MEk-214 

MEx-215 


Clearing schedule dt. 03.02.1982 for 
Rs. 222168.76 

Clearing schedule dt. 04.02.1982 for 
Rs. 110733.55 

Clearing schedule dt. 09.02.1982 for 
Rs. 83307.97 

Clearing schedule dt. 23.02.1982 for 
Rs. 93974.32 

Clearing schedule dt. 02.03.1982 for 
Rs. 107115.18 

Clearing schedule dt. 03.03.1982 for 
Rs. 537043.18 

Clearing schedule dt. 05.03.1982 for 
Rs. 39263.60 

Clearing schedule dt. 10.03.1982 for 
Rs. 92027.10 (5 Nos.) 

Clearing schedule dt. 11.03.1982 for 
Rs. 40781.66 (4 Nos.) 

Clearing schedule dt. 12.03.1982 for 
Rs. 61361.87 (4 Nos.) 

Clearing schedule dt. 16.03.1982 for 
Rs. 65038.18 

Clearing schedule dt. 18.03.1982 for 
Rs. 215057.41 

Clearing schedule dt. 29.03.1982 for 
Rs. 116546.65 

Clearing schedule dt. 01.04.1982 for 
Rs. 96751.83 

Inter Branch pass book from 11.07.1981 
to 23.04.1982 

Clearing Schedule dt. 27.11.1981 for 
Rs. 429258.41 of Vijaya Bank, K G 
Road, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 03.12.1981 for 
Rs. 36,082.31 of Vijaya Bank, K G 
Road, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt.07.12.1981 for 
Rs. 128127.88 of Vijaya Bank, K G 
Road, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt.l 1.12.1981 for 
Rs. 5231.95 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt.l6.12.1981 for 
Rs. 483711.43 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 


MEk-216 


MEx-217 


MEk-218 


MEx-219 


MEk-220 


MEx-221 


MEk-222 


MEx-223 


MEk-224 


MEx-225 


MEk-226 


MEx-227 


MEk-228 


MEx-229 


MEk-230 


MEx-231 


Clearing Schedule dt.23.12.1981 for 
Rs. 36900.54 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 29.12.1981 for 
Rs. 152919.68 of StateBankofMysore, 
Madhavanagar, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 01.01.1982 for 
Rs. 2000.00 of Bankof Baroda, Palace 
Orchards, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 05.01.1982 for 
Rs. 16700/- of State Bank of Mysore, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 07.01.1982 for 
Rs. 8078/- of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt.l2.01.1982 for 
Rs. 5000/- of State Bank of Mysore, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 12.01.1982 for 
Rs. 19894.48 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 21.01.1982 for 
Rs. 20356.74 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 23.01.1982 for 
Rs. 9317.01 of StateBankofMysore, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 27.01.1982 for 
Rs. 7119.16 of State Bank of Mysore, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 03.02.1982 for 
Rs. 36389.66 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 04.02.1982 for 
Rs. 51961.01 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 09.02.1982 for 
Rs. 115619.10 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 09.02.1982 for 
Rs. 11399.00 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 23.02.1982 for 
Rs.50537.40 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 02.03.1982 for 
Rs. 14300.00 ofBank of Baroda, Palace 
Orchards, Bangalore 







2334 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


MEx-232 


MEx-233 


MEk-234 


MEx-235 


MEk-236 


MEk-237 


MEk-238 


MEk-239 


MEx-240 


MEx-241 


MEx-242 


MEx-243 


MEk-244 


MEk-245 


MEk-246 


MEk-247 


Clearing Schedule dt. 03.03.1982 for 
Rs. 34273.89 of Karnataka Bank, 
Raj aj inagar. Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 03.03.1982 for 
Rs. 30518.89 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 05.03.1982 for 
Rs. 11346.80 Indian Bank, 
Chamarajpet, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 10.03.1982 for 
Rs. 10830.06 of Karnataka Bank, 
Raj aj inagar. Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 11.03.1982 for 
Rs. 60093.86 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 11.03.1982 for 
Rs. 7793.26 of Indian Bank, 
Chamarajpet, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 12.03.1982 for 
Rs. 7000.00 of Bankof Baroda, Palace 
Orchards, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 16.03.1982 for 
Rs. 59066.15 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 18.03.1982 for 
Rs. 48702.55 of State Bank of Mysore, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 29.03.1982 for 
Rs. 10100.00 ofBank of Baroda, Palace 
Orchards, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 01.04.1982 for 
Rs. 8428.63 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 05.04.1982 for 
Rs. 10729.40 of Indian Bank, 
Chamarajpet, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 07.04.1982 for 
Rs. 74906.25 ofBank of Baroda, Palace 
Orchards, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 08.04.1982 for 
Rs. 19485.00 ofVijayaBank,KGRoad, 
Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 12.04.1982 for 
Rs. 24312.85 of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 12.04.1982 for 
Rs. 5656.59 of New Bank of India, 
Malleswaram, Bangalore 


MEx-248 

MEk-249 

MEk-250 

MEx-251 

MEk-252 

MEx-253 

MEx-254 

MEk-255 

MEx-256 

MEx-257 

MEx-258 

MEk-259 

MEk-260 

MEx-261 

MEk-262 

MEk-263 

MEx-264 


Clearing Schedule dt. 13.04.1982 for 
Rs. 15270.00 of Karnataka Bank, 
Raj aj inagar. Bangalore 

Clearing Schedule dt. 13.04.1982 for 
Rs. 36098.12of VijayaBank, KGRoad, 
Bangalore 

Clearing Cheques Register of Canara 
Bank, Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Branch Clearing Register of Vijaya 
Bank, K G Road, Bangalore, for 
1981-82 

Local drafts book of Indian Bank, 
Chamarajpet, Bangalore for 1982 

Clearing Ledger of Vijaya Bank, Palace 
Guttahalli, Bangalore for 1982 

Outward clearing scroll of SBM, 
Madhavnagar, Bangalore for 1981-82 

Register for local clearing cheques of 
Karnataka Bank, Rajajinagar for 1982 

Outward clearing scroll of SBM, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

CC Waste of Canara Bank, 
Byatarayanapura, Bangalore for 
1981-82 

Clearing register of New Bank of India, 
Malleswaram, Bangalore for 1985 

Outward clearing register of Bank of 
Baroda, Palace Orchards, Bangalore 
for 1982 

Cheque Books issued register of 
Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden, 
Bangalore 

Attendance Register of Syndicate 
Bank, Wilson Garden Branch, 
Bangalore 

Clearing voucher ledger of Syndicate 
Bank, Central Accounts Office, 
Clearing Section Bangalore for 1981- 
82 

Confession letter dt. 13.04.1982 of 
Sri L. Shivanna addressed to Manager, 
Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden 
Branch, Bangalore 

Ch. No. 427321 dt. 10.04.1982 for 
Rs. 15000/- drawn on Syndicate Bank, 
Wilson Garden Branch, in favour of 
Sri L. Shivanna 
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MEk-265 

MEx-266 

MEk-267 

MEx-268 

MEk-269 

MEx-270 

MEk-271 

MEx-272 

MEk-273 

MEx-274 

MEk-275 

MEx-276 

MEk-277 

MEx-278 

MEk-279 

MEx-280 

MEk-281 

MEx-282 

MEk-283 


Office Order Book of Syndicate Bank, MEx-284 

Wilson Garden Branch 


Statement of Sri M.K. Bettaiah, S/o 
Kataiahdt. 16.11.1992 


Clearing inward register for the period 
from Feb 1981 to 24.04.1982 of Wilson 
Garden Branch, Bangalore 

Cheque Returned Register folios of 
Wilson Garden Branch, Bangalore 

Account opening form dt. 27.07.1979 
fo Sri L. Shivanna and Specimen! 
signature card in respect of SB 15533 

Specimen writings of Sri L Shivanna - 
15 sheets 

Copy of FIR in RC No. 22/82 dt. 
24.07.1982-4 sheets 

GEQD opinion No. CH. 444/3 dt. 
06.06.1993 

Statement of B.R.K. Bhat, Manager, 
Canara Bank Vyalikaval Branch 

Statement of Sri N. Shankar Alva, Sr. 
Manager, Vijaya Bank, Chamarajpet 
Branch, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri T.R.S. Dave, 
Manager, Indian Bank Chamarajpet 
Branch Bangalore 

Statement of Sri K. V. Shetty, Manager, 
Vijaya Bank, K.G Road, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri K. Rajkumar, 
Manager, State Bank of Mysore, 
Madhavnagar, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri T.M. Heramba, 
Manager, Karnataka Bank, Rajajinagar, 
Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. Usha Sunder Raj, 
Manager, State Bank of Mysore, 
Vyalikaval, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri S.M. Shenoy, 
Manager, Canara Bank, Cottonpet 
Branch, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri V. Murali, Accountant 
& Incharge, NBI, Malleswaram 

Statement of Smt. Jacqueline Colaco, 
Manager, Bank of Baroda, Palace 
Orchards, Bangalore 

Statement dt. 11.11.1992 of Sri T. 
Devendra Reddy, S/o Sri Papi Reddy 

Statement of Sri K.H. Puttamadaiah, 
S/o Kalaiah,dt. 16.11.1992 


MEk-285 

MEk-286 

MEk-287 

MEx-288 

MEk-289 

MEx-290 

MEx-291 

MEx-292 

MEx-293 

MEx-294 

MEx-295 

MEx-2% 

MEx-297 

MEk-298 

MEk-299 

MEk-300 

MEk-301 


Statement of Sri Y.R. Muniyappa, S/o 
Rangaiah,dt. 16.11.1992 

Statement of Sri N. Thas, S/o late Nalla 
Thambi,dt. 06.01.1993 

Statement of Smt. Narasamma, W/o 
SriC.K. Channaiah, dt. 06.01.1993 

Statement of Sri C.K. Channaiah, S/o 
Late Chelvaiah dt. 06.01.1993 

Statement of Sri Shankaranayarana 
Navada, Asst. Manager, Syndicate 
Bank, Wilson Garden Branch, 
Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. K. Rama, Special 
Assistant, Syndicate Bank, Wilson 
Garden Branch, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri D. Sethuram, Clerk, 
Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden 
Branch, Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. Mangalamma, W/o 
Krishnappa dt. 13.01.1993 

Statement of Sri L. Srikantegowda, S/o 
Karegoudadt. 13.01.1993 

Statement of Sri Stanley Maben, Clerk, 
Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden 
Branch, Bangalore 

Statement of Sri M.S. Bhat, Manager 
(Inspection), Syndicate Bank, 
Regional Inspectorate, Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. Kala Lakshman 
Hegde, Special Assistant, Syndicate 
Bank, Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. Mukta G, Officer, 
Syndicate Bank, Tumkur 

Statement of Sri S.R. Prahladachar, 
No. 16, Raghavendra Colony Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. Shanti S. Rao, Clerk, 
Syndicate Bank, City Market Branch, 
Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. M. Shantakumari, 
Clerk, Syndicate Bank, J.C. Road, 
Bangalore 

Statement of Smt. Padma Prasad, Clerk, 
Syndicate Bank, Shoolay Branch, 
Bangalore 
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MEx-302 

: Statement of Smt. Joyce Ammanna, 

Clerk, Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden 
Branch, Bangalore 

MEx-303 

: Statement of Sri C.C. Devaiah, Clerk, 

Syndicate Bank, Wilson Garden 
Branch, Bangalore 

MEx-304 

: Statement of Sri Chickasiddaiah, 

Attender, Syndicate Bank, Wilson 
Garden Branch, Bangalore 

MEx-305 

: Statement of Sri Jayaram Shenoy, 

Asst. Manager, Clearing Section, 
Syndicate Bank, CAO: Bangalore 

MEx-306 

: Statement of Sri P. Nityananda Prabhu, 

Asst. Manager, CAO: Bangalore 

MEx-307 

: Statement of B.S. Mathurkar, S.I. of 

Police, Bangalore 

MEx-308 

: Statement of Sri K. Vittal Shetty, 

Officer, Vijaya Bank, DO: Bellary 

MEx-309 

: Acknowledgement dt. 22.01.1983 of 

the Investigating Officer for having 
received certain records 

MEx-310 

: Statement of Sri B.K. Shivanna dt. 

31.01.1983 

MEx-311 

: Statement of Sri L. Shivanna dt. 

08.01.1983 and 02.02.1983 

MEx-312 

: Statement of Sri B. Krishnappa dt. 

21.02.1983 

MEx-313 

: CBI letter dt. 12.05.1983 addressed to 

GEQN, Hyderabad along with a list of 
questioned documents. 

19 2015 
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[R° 11^-4501 l/2/2008-3IT^31R (^-II)] 
TfR ^RR, tTRT srfRRTRt 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1063. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 13/2009) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between 


the management of New Mangalore Port Trust and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 14/05/ 
2015. 

[No. L-4501 l/2/2008-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESW/kNTHPUR, BANGALORE-560022 

Date : 31 st December, 2014 

Present: 

Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 

CRNo. 13/2009 

I Party 

The General Secretary, New 
Mangalore Port & General 
Employees Assn, Behind NMP 
Co-op Canteen, Near AO Bdg, 

Panambur, Mangalore 

Appearances: 

I Party : ShrilTPoojary 

Advocate 

II Party : Shri Ramesh Upadhyaya 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide order No. L-45011/2/ 
2008-IR (B-II) dated 24.2.2009 in excercise of the power 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) made this reference for adjudication with the 
following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of New Mangalore Port 
Trust is justified in not promoting Shri Raju Poojary, 
Wireman (HS Gr. II) to the post of Electrician (Crafts) 
by amending the Recruitment Rules or by relaxing 
clause 31 of New Mangalore Port Trust Employees 
(Recruitment, Seniority and Promotion) Regulations, 
1980’ what relief the concerned workman is entitled 
to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in CR 
13/2009 when notices were issued to both sides I Party 
entered his appearance through Sh. IT Poojary, advocate 
and filed his claim statement on 25.08.2010, whereas, the 

II Party appeared through Sh. Ramesh Upadhyaya, 
Advocate and filed his counter statement on 22.12.2010. 


n Party 

The Chairman, 

New Mangalore Port 
Trust, Panambur, 
Mangalore 
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3. After II party leading its evidence of Sh. Prem Kumar, 
Law officer as MW 1 (M) and the matter was at the stage of 
cross-examining him by the I Party Counsel the workman 
covered in this reference by filling a copy of the Order 
dated 26.11.2014 of Assistant Secretary, Marine Department 
of the II Party company appointing him as Wireman, HSG- 
II EC No. 1010 by promotion to the post of Electrician 
(Crafts) to the pay scale of Rs. 21000-53500 on regular basis 
with an option to exercise for fixation of pay in terms of FR 
22 (1) (a)(1) within one month from the date of issue of the 
Order since submits that matter is settled and it may be 
closed the reference came to be closed. In view of the 
submission of the workman covered in this reference that 
his claim has been settled by virtue of the order dated 
26.11.2014 copy of which is referred to above since 
reference dosen’t survive, I pass the following. 

ORDER 

The reference is Rejected by virtue of the submission 
made by the workman covered in this reference in view of 
Order dated 26.11.2014 being appointed as Wireman, HSG 
II, EC No. 1010 by promotion to the post of Electrician 
(Crafts) to the pay scale of Rs. 21000-53500 on regular basis 
with an option to exercise for fixation of pay in terms of FR 
22 (l)(a)(l) within one month from the date of issue of the 
Order. 

(Dictated to U D C transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 31st December, 2014) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
19 2015 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
E>T)USTRIALTRffiUNAL-CXJM-LABOl]R COURT, 
YESWANTHPUR, BANGALORE-560022 

Dated : 25 th November, 2014 

Present: 


Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 


CRNo. 03/2006 


I Party 

The General Secretary, 
Canara Bank Employees, 
Union No. 24, Crescent 
Road, 

Bangalore-560001 


n Party 

The Regional Manager 
Central Bank of Inda, 
Regional Office, P B 
No. 5129, 24 Crescent Road, 
Bangalore-560001 


Appearances: 

I Party : Shri A. J. Srinivasan, Advocate 

II Party : ShriPradeepS. Sawkar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 


I. The Central Government vide order No. L-12011/121/ 
2008-IR (B-II) dated 05.01.2006 in excercise of the power 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) made this reference for adjudication with the 
following schedule; 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of management of Central Bank 
of India in discharging Shri B V Raghavendra, Part- 
time Safaikarmachari, Malleswaram Branch, Bangalore 
from the services of the bank with superannuation 
benefits of the bank with superannuation benefits 
without disqualification from future employment 
w.e.f. 03.07.2003 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief hs is entitled and from which date?” 


New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1064. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref.No. 3/2006) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Central Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14-05-2015. 

[No. L-I20I I/12I/2008-IR(B-n)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 


2. On receipts of the reference while registering it in CR 
03/2006 when notices were issued to both the sides, they 
entered their appearance through their respective 
advocates and I Party filed his claim statement on 30.10.2006 
and II Party filed its counter statement on 19.01.2007. 

3. The I party in his claim statement since contended 
the Domestic Enquiry conducted was not fair and proper, 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer is perverse and that the 
punishment imposed is disproportionate while framing a 
Preliminary Issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the 
I Party by the II Party is fair and proper?” 
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after receiving the evidence adduced by both the sides 
and hearing their learned advocates the said issue was 
being answered in the affirmative holding that the Domestic 
Enquiry conducted against him was fair and proper by 
order dated 21.01.2011, the learned advocates appearning 
for both sides addressed their oral arguments on merits. 
The brief facts leading to this reference and award may be 
stated as under. 

4. The I party who was appointed by II Party as Part 
Time Sweeper on one third wagaes on probation for a 
period of 6 months from 13.05.1996 at CSI Extension Counter 
attached to Bangalore City Branch and was confirmed w.e.f 
13.11.1996 and was later elevated to Part Time Safai 
Karmachari (PTSK) on half wages w.e.f 01.04.1999 and was 
transferred to Its JC Road Branch was served with Memo 
dated 20.03.2002 as under: 

“Mr. B V Raghavendra, PTSK, on 1/2 of scale of pay 
and allowance, while working at J C Road Branch has 
committed the following lapses:— 

1. On 19/1/2001, Mr. Raghavendra had given a 
withdrawalNo. 25177 dated 19/9/2001, onaccountNo. 7919 
for Rs. 5000.- of Basavangudi Branch, Pertaining to B S 
Vasudeva Rao. Immediate credit was afforded to his 
account. Mr. Raghavendra removed the relevant withdrawal 
from the home clearing M F 12845 for Rs. 5000/- from the 
clearing bag. No balance was available in HSS A/c 7919 of 
Mr. V S Vasudeva Rao at Basavanagudi Branch. 

2. Mr. Raghavendra further had discounted a cheque 
No. 85406 for Rs. 2500/-on 07/10/2001 at Katriguppa Branch, 
drawn on his personal account No. 7990 of J C Road Branch, 
without keeping sufficient balance in his personal account. 
When Katrigupap Branch sent the withdrawal to J C Road 
Branch, through NBO, vide Home Gleaming M F No. 6559, 
dated 09/10/2001, raised by NBO on J C Road Branch he 
has managed to removed M F from clearning bag. The M 
Ffor Rs. 13953.88/-was inclusive of his discounted cheque 
alongwith other instraments. 

Mr. Raghavendra, has altered the manifold on 
11/10/2001, and re-inserted the removed Manifold on 
11/10/2001 only to make it appear that the ME does not 
pertain to the previous date. 

You are advised to give a written explanation and show 
cause why disciplinary action for your misconduct as 
defined in 19.5(j) of Bipartite Settlement should not be 
initiated within 7 days from the date of receipt of the memo. 

If your written explanation is not received within the 
time stipulated, we will presume that you no explanation 
to offer and we will proceed accordingly.” 

Though the I Party admitted the charges qualifying 
that the said action on his part was due to paralytic stroke 
suffered by his father for which he was in need of funds 
for medical treatment he was served with the charge sheet 
dated 22.05.2002 as under: 


“Charge sheet 

Attention of Mr. B V Raghavendra, PTSK (on 1/2 of 
scale of pay and allowances) presently working at 
Malleswarm Branch, Bangalore, is drawn to the Memo 
bearing No. MVM/2001-02 dated 20.3.2002, wherein he 
was asked to submit his explanation within 7 days from the 
receipts of said memo asking him why disciplinary action 
should not be initiated against him for lapses/commission 
and omissions mentioned therein. 

Mr. Reghavendra has submitted his reply to the Memo 
dated 20.03.2002 and his reply has been found 
unsatisfactory. As such it has been decided to conduct 
Department Enquiry against him for the following lapses 
which constitute gross misconduct under para 19.5.(j) of 
Bipartite Settlement dated 19.10.1966. 

On 19.09 2001 Mr. B V Reghavendra lodged with out J C 
Road Branch a withdrawal bearing No. 25177 dated 
19.09.2001 for Rs. 5000/- drawn on HSS A/c No. 7919 of 
Mr. B.S. Vasudeva Rao, with our Basavanagudi Branch. 
Immediate credit was afforded to his account. 
Mr. Reghavendra removed the relevant withdrawal from 
the home clearing Manifold No. 12845 for Rs. 5000/- 
available in HSS A/c 7919 of Mr. B S Vasudeva Rao at 
Basavangudi Branch to meet the said withdrawal form. Thus 
Mr. Reghavendra derived a pecuniary benefit from the bank 
which was not due to him. 

On 07.10.2001 Mr. B V Reghavendra got discounted at 
our Katriguppa Branch a cheque bearing No. 85409 for 
Rs. 2500/- drawn on his HSS A/c No. 7990 with our J C 
Road Branch, without keeping sufficent balance in the said 
account. When Katriguppa Branch sent the withdrawal to 
J C Road Branch through NBO vide home clearing Manifold 
No. 6589 dated 09.10.2001 forRs. 13,953.88 raised by NBO 
on J.C. Road Branch, he was managed to remove from the 
clearing bag the said Manifold which contained the 
discounted cheque besides other instruments. 

Mr. Reghavendra has altered the date of the manifold 
No. 6589 dated 09.10.2001 as 11.10.2001 to make it appear 
that the manifold does not pertain to previous date. Thus 
Mr. B V Reghavendra has committed the following 
misconduct:- 

1. He has derived pecuniary benfits from the Bank by 
discountin the cheques/withdrawals when sufficient 
balance to meet the said instruments was not available in 
the respective accounts. 

2. He had indulged in removing/retaining manifolds 
containing the cheques and also in materially altering one 
of the manifolds in order to conceal his act detailed under 
para(l). 

Thereby Mr. B V Reghavendra has acted in a manner 
which is prejudicial to the interest of the Bank as defined in 
chapter 19.5(j) of Bipartite Settlement 1966. 
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Mr. B V Raghavendra is further informed that the 
department enquiry against his will be held by Shri C R 
Ananthanarayanan, Senior Manager, Brigade Road Branch. 
He should note that if he fails to appear before the Enquiry 
Officer on the date, time and place that is indicated to him, 
the enquiry will be liable to be held ex-parte by the Enquiry 
Officer and such orders as may be deemed fit, just and 
proper will be passed and such orders will be conclusive 
and binding on you. 

Mr. B V Raghavendra should also note that he will be 
permitted to be defenced of registered Trade Union of the 
Bank Employees of which he is the member. At the enquiry, 
he should also keep ready with him all oral and documentary 
evidences, which he wishes to produce or tender on his 
behalf and he will also be allowed to cross-examine the 
witnesses which he may be produced by the Management 
during the enquiry proceedings and also he should inform 
the Enquiry Officer the name of the representative and 
name of the witnesses he intends to produce at the enquiry 
on his behalf. 

Sd/- 

B N S Rathnakar 
Disciplinary Authority” 

and ordered to face disciplinary enquiry by appointing 
Sh. C R Ananthanaryan as Enquiry Officer and Sh. D S Vijaya 
Bhaskar Char as Presenting Officer. The Enquiry Officer 
while scheduling the first date of enquiry on 26.12.2002 
causing notice to the I party securing his presence 
observed the formalities of preliminary hearing and there 
also he since pleaded guilty referring to his reply to memo 
dated 26.03.2002 on submission by the Presenting Officer 
that in view of the admission of charges by the CSE/I Party 
the enquiry may be concluded received the documentary 
evidence that management intend to reply on the charges. 
Accordingly the Enquiry Officer on that day while receiving 
the certified copies of the ME No. 12845 dated 19.09.2001 
for Rs. 5000/- originated from J C Road Branch; Withdrawal 
formNo. 25177 dated 18.09.2001 forRs. 5000/- drawn on 
HSS 7919 of Basavangudi branch; Withdrawal form dated 
15.09.2001 for Rs. 5000/- drawn on HSS 7990 of JC Road 
Branch; Letter dated 16.10.2001 written by Mr. B V 
Raghavendra addressed to Branch Manager JC Road 
Branch; ME No. 6567 dated 09.10.2001 (altered as 
11.10.2001) forRs. 13953.88; List of Cheques/instruments 
attached with the above said ME 6567; letter dated 
02.11.2002 written by Mr. B V Raghavendra addressed to 
the Manager Branch office, JC Road; Paying in slip for Rs. 
2500/- dated 07.10.2001 on HSS 8598 of branch office 
Katriguppa; Paying in slip forRs. 5000/- dated 16.10.2001 
on HSS 8598 of branch officer Katriguppa; ME No. 2735 
dated 16.09.2001 for Rs. 5000 originated from Katriguppa 
branch; Statement of A/C of Mr. B V Raghavendra of HSS 
7990 with branch office JC Road for the period from 
01.09.2001 to 02.11.2001 and letter dated 26.03.2002 written 
by Mr. B V Raghavendra addressed to the Manger, Central 


Bank of India, Malleswaram Branch and marking them as 
Ex-1 to Ex-13 as requested by CSE/ I Party for his say 
adjourned to 04.01.2003 and on that day on the submission 
made by CSE admitting the charges as stated in his reply to 
the Memo requesting to condone the lapses on his part 
and produced Letter dated 26.12.2002 written by CSE to B/0 
JC Road; letter dated 26.03.2002 written by CSE to B/0 
Malleswaram; Medical Certificate dated 18.09.2001 and 
countrerfoil dated 12.10.2001 marking them Ex D-1 to D-4 
directed the Presenting Officer and the CSE to file the 
written briefs within a period of 10 days and on Presenting 
Officer filing his written brief on 05.01.2003 and failure of 
the CSE/I Party to file his written brief he submitted his 
enquiry report to the Disciplinary Authority dated 22.01.2003 
the charges being proved. Then the Disciplinary Authority 
while forwarding the copy of the Enquiry Officer and show 
cause notice proposing the punishment of discharge from 
service with superannuation benefits i.e. Pension and or 
Provident Eund and gratuity as would be due otherwise 
under the Rules or Regulations prevailing at the relevant 
time and without disp\qualification from future employment. 
On receipt of the reply similar to his reply to the Memo with 
request to condone the lapses on his part after affording 
opportunity of his personal hearing passed the order of 
punishment of discharge from service with superannuation 
benefits i.e. Pension and or Provident Eund and gratuity as 
would be due otherwise under the Rules or Regulations 
prevailing at the relevant time and without disqualification 
from future employment. On appeal by the CSE/I Party to 
the Assistant General Manager, the Appellate Authority 
affording him an opportunity of hearing since dismissed 
the appeal confirming the order passed by the Disciplinary 
Authority the CSE/I Party approached the ALC(C) with 
conciliation petition and as he submitted FOC Dated 
18.07.2005 the ministry made this refemce for adjudication. 

5. Since by raising a preliminary issue touching the 
fairness of the Domestic Enquiry same has been held in 
favour of the management and arguments have been 
addressed on merits by the learned advocate appearing for 
both the sides the points that arises for my consideration 
are; 

Point No. 1; Whether the I Party demonstrates the 
enquiry finding on charge being proved is perverse 
necessitating the interference of this tribunal? 

Point No. 2: If not whether I Party demonstrates the 
punishment imposed is disproportionate to the said 
misconduct proved against him? 

Point No. 3; What order/Award? 

6. On appreciation of the pleadings, evidence brought 
on record in the Domestic Enquiry with the arguments put 
forward by the learned advocates appearing for both sides 
my finding on Point No. 1 and 2 are in the Negative and 
Point No.3 is as per the final order for the following : 
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REASONS 

7. The learned advocate appearing for the I Party urged 
that the admission of charges is due to an understanding 
given to the I Party that if he admits the lenient view will be 
taken the Enquiry Officer relying on such admission and 
giving his finding is unsustainable but the same being 
considered and rejected while considering the Preliminary 
Issue touching the fairness of the Domestic Enquiry now 
that plea is not available to the I Party. Moreover, besides 
reply to the Memo the CSE/I Party having unequivocally 
admitted the charges during the preliminary hearing by 
Enquiry Officer while referring to his reply to the memo the 
contention that such admission was made because he was 
given to understand that a lenient view will be taken is 
unacceptable. In view of such unequivocal admission of 
the charges submitting that the same was done as he was 
in financial need to meet the medical expenses of his father 
who had suffered paralytic stroke there was no need for 
the Enquiry Officer to record evidence of the management 
and rightly receiving the documentary evidence tendered 
for the management and exhibiting them by way of consent 
of the CSE after affording opportunity to file written brief 
which was availed only by the Presenting Officer he rightly 
proceeded to submit his enquiry report and as the charges 
were unequivocally admitted and same were also supported 
by documentary evidence tendered for the management, 
absolutley, I find no reason to say the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer the charges being proved as baseless or perverse. 
Since to the show cause notice issued by the Disciplinary 
Authority the CSE/I Party having admitted the charges 
and pleaded for mercy on the ground that he did this 
impugned actions as he was in financial difficulties to meet 
the medical expenses of the paralytic stroke of his father 
the Disciplinary Authority having regard to the admitted 
action/misconduct by the CSE/I Party of discounting/ 
removing/retaining of cheques/withdrawals found him not 
suitable to continue in service by his detailed order in which 
I find no infirmity and even the learned advocate appearing 
for the CSE/I Party could not demonstrate how it could be 
termed as disproportionate to such admitted misconduct 
on the part of the I Party. In the result, I arrive at conclusion 
that there are no reasons to interfere either in the enquiry 
report holding the I Party as guilty of the charges or to term 
the punishment being disproportionate. In the result while 
answering Point No. 1 and 2 in the Negative, I pass the 
following 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Central Bank of India 
in discharging Shri B V Raghavendra, Part Time Safai 
karmachari, Malleswaram Branch, Bangalore from the 
services of the Bank with superannuation benefits without 
disqualification from future employment w.e.f. 03.07.2003 
is legal and justified and that he is not entitle for any relief. 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 


19 2015 
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New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1065. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 16/2010) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Central Bank of India and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/17/2010-IR(B-n)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Officer Desk 

ANNEXURE 

BEFDRETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ESDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YES WANTHPUR, BANGALORE - 560 022 

Dated : 27th April, 2015 

Present: 


Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 


CRNo. 16/2010 


I Party 

Smt. Vanitha S. Rao, 

Ul, 4th Floor, “Sai 
Venkateshwara”, Ganesha 
Block, 1st Main Road, 
Bengaluru - 560 020. 


n Party 

The Regional Manager, 
Central Bank of India, 
Bangalore Regional Office, 
P B No. 5129,24, Crescent 
Road, Bengaluru - 560 001. 


Appearances: 

I Party : Sh. K. Srinivasa, 

Advocate 

II Party : Sh. Pradeep S. Sawakar, 

Advocate 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12012/17/ 
2010-IR(B-II) dated 05.05.2010 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and Sub-Section 
2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule: 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India, Bangalore regional office, Karnataka 
in inflicting the punishment of dismissal to Smt. 
Vanitha S Rao, Ex-Head Cashier II from the Services 
without notice w.e.f 28.09.2007 is justified and legal? 
What relief the applicant is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
16/2010 when notices were issued to both the sides, I Party 
and II Party entered their appearance through their 
respective advocate and I party filed her claim statement 
on 16.08.2010 and II Party filed its counter statement on 
15.12.2010. 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

4. Smt. Vanitha S Rao (hereinafter referred as I Party) 
while working as Head Cashier II at Central Bank of India, 
Nanjangud Branch (hereinafter referred as II Party) was 
issued with charge sheet dated 02.02.2007 as under: 

“Charge Sheet 

Mrs. Vanitha S Rao, Head Cashier II (Emp. No. 041545) 
working at Nanjangud Branch was served with a Memo 
RO: HRD:2006-07/2910 dated 02.02.2007 on 07.02.2007 
wherein she was called upon to submit her reply within 
3 days. Mrs. Vanitha Rao requested for extension of time 
by one week, which was granted by the Competent 
Authority. But she has not submitted her reply till date. 
Hence it has been decided to initiate Disciplinary Action 
against her for the following lapses: 

CHARGE 

Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao availed a loan of Rs. 3,00,000/- on 
28.02.2002 from UCO bank, Peenya Branch, Bangalore under 
their “Mega Cash Scheme” by mortgaging a flat on the 4th 
floor of the premises bearing New Corporation No. 1 and 
its adjacent No. 2/5 situated at J Block, 1st Main, Pipeline, 
Seshadripuram, Bangalore 560020 which was gifted to here 
by her husband Mr. K. Srinivas vide gift deed dated 
22.12.2001. She has given a notarized undertaking to UCO 
Bank that should produce the Originals of the Gift Deed 
dated 2.12.2001, Khata Certificate, latstTax Paid Receipt, 
Sanction Plan and license to UCO Bank, Pennya Branch, 
Bangalore. But Mrs. Vanitha Rao failed to deposit the said 
original Gift deed to the Bank. 

Mrs. Vanitha Rao has, extended Personal Guarantee in 
favour of UCO Bank, Peenya Branch, Bangalore on 
31.12.2001 for the credit facility of Rs. 37.00 lacs (-CC-Rs. 
32 lacs and Term Loan - Rs. 5.00 lacs) sanctioned to 
M/s. Urethane India, a partnership firm run by her husband 
Mr. K. Srinivas and sons, which facility was sanctioned 


against the security of the entire building belonging to Mr. 
K. Srinivas and situated at New No. 1 and its adjacent No. 
2/5 situated at J Block, 1st Main, Pipeline, Seshadripuram, 
Bangalore 560 020 which includes the flat on the 4th floor 
of the premises bearing New Corporation no. 1 and its 
adjacent No. 2/5 situated at J Block, 1st Main, Pipeline, 
Seshadripuram, Bangalore 560 020 which was already gifted 
to Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao. Since the firm had defaulted in 
repayment a recovery suit has been filed against the 
borrower and the guarantor. 

Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao has availed a Mortgage loan of 
Rs. 5.50 lacks on 26.04.2004 from the Grain Merchants Co¬ 
op Bank Ltd. Chamrajpet, Bangalore against the deposit of 
Original Gift Deed dated 22.12.2001 covering the property 
viz. a flat on the 4th floor of the premises bearing New 
Corporation No. 1 and its adjacent No. 2/5 situated at J 
Block, 1st Main, Pipeline, Seshadripura, Bangalore 560 020. 

Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao has stood as guarantor for the credit 
facility availed by M/s Urethane India from Indian Bank, 
Benson Town Branch, Bangalore by creating an Equitable 
Mortgage on the property gifted to her by her husband 
vide Gift Deed dated 22.12.2001 covering the property viz. 
a flat on the 4th floor of the premises bearing New 
Corporation No. 1 and its adjacent No. 2/5 situated at J 
Block, 1st Main, Pipeline, Seshadripuram, Bangalore 560 020. 

Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao has committed the acts of 
misconduct as under: 

1. She has not obtained prior permission from the 
Competent Authority when she was borrowing such huge 
loans from other financial institutions or guaranteeing huge 
financial liabilities. 

2. She has cheated the said financial institutions by 
fraudulently mortgaging the same property as security for 
different loans availed by her and her relatives. 

3. She has defaulted the said financial institutions in the 
capacity of borrower and guarantor. 

Thus Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao has committed fraudulent 
acts her acts constitute a gross misconduct in terms of 
para 5(j) of the memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary 
Action Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

Mrs. Vanitha S Rao is hereby informed that Mr. Raj an 
Venkatraman, Senior Manager, Peenya Branch will be 
holding the enquiry against her. Date, time and place of 
enquiry will be communicated to her by Enquiry Officer. 
She will be given full opportunity in the enquiry to inspect 
the documents which will be field by the Management and 
to produce evidence, documentary as well as oral. Mrs. 
Vanitha S. Rao, if she so desires, may take the assistance of 
a representative of the Registered Trade Union of Bank 
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Employees of which she is a member for representing her 
case of defence. 

Sd/- 

(N SANKARANARAYANAN) 
Disciplinary Authority/Chief Manager 

Corrigendum 

Attention of Mrs. Vanitha S. Rao, HC-II, Nanjangud 
Branch is drawn to the Charge Sheet No. B ASAVA/HRD/ 
2006-07/1000 dated 22.02.2007 served on her. She is hereby 
informed that in Para 1 of the second page of the Charge 
Sheet: 

Gift Deed date should be read as “20.11.2003” instead 
of22.12.2001" 

“Flat on the 4th Floor” should be read as “Flat on the 
third floor” 

All other things remain unchanged. 

Sd/- 

(N Sankaranarayanan) 
Discipilinary Authority/ 
Chief Manager” 

5. Since the I party did not give any reply the Disciplinary 
Authority while appointment Sh. Rajan Venkatraman as 
Enquiry Officer and Sh. A Srinidhi as Presenting Officer 
asked the I party to face Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry 
Officer while securing the presence of both the parties 
after observing the formalities of perliminary hearing 
receiving the evidence of Smt. Gayathri Gangoli, Senior 
Manager, Malleswaram Branch; Smt. Vijayakumari, Senior 
Manager, Indian Bank, Malleswaram Branch; Sri Ramkumar, 
Superintendent, Grain Merchants Co-op Bank, 
Chamarajpet, Bangalore and Sh. M Ragunath, DCO, UCO 
Bank, Regional Office, Bangalore as MWI to MW4 
exhibiting MEx-1 to MEx-91 and DEx-1 to DEx-12 on behalf 
of defence the detailed description of which are narrated in 
the Annexure after submission of written brief by both the 
sides submitted his report dated 16.06.2007 charges as 
proved. Then the Disciplinary Authority after issuance of 
Show Cause and affording opportunity of hearing to CSE 
imposed punishment of Dismissal from Service by order 
dated 28.09.2007, on appeal by the I party to the Appellate 
Authority, the Appellate Authority confirmed the order of 
the Disciplinary Authority vide order dated 08.09.2008 and 
then the I party approached ALC(C), Bangalore in 
conciliation and as it ended in failure vide his report dated 
16.02.2010 it resulted in this reference. 

6. Having regard to certain allegations made in the claim 
statement touching the fairness of the Domestic Enquiry 
while raising a Preliminary Issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 
party by the II Party is fair and proper?” 


after receiving the evidence adduced by both the sides the 
said issue has been answered in the affirmative i.e., the 
Domestic Enquiry conducted by the II Party is fair and 
proper by order dated 22.05.2013. Thereafter, when the 
matter was posted for Evidence of I party on the point of 
Victmization and being not gainfully employed counsel for 
I Party while filling the affidavit of I Party examining her on 
oath as WW 1(V) and as counsel for II Party submitted 
that he has no evidence to lead the said points. The matter 
stood thus arguments addressed by counsel for both sides 
were heard. 

7. Since the Domestic Enquiry conducted by the II party 
against the I Party has been held as Fair and Proper by 
order dated 22.05.2013, the points that now arises for my 
consideration are: 

Point No. 1: Whether the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
the charges are proved is perverse necessitating the 
interference of this tribunal? 

Point No.2: If not, whether the punishment imposed is 
disproportionate to the proved misconduct? 

Point No. 3: What Order/Award? 

8. On appreciation of the charges with the pleadings 
and evidence brought on record in the Domestic Enquiry 
with the enquiry report and the orders of Disciplinary 
Authority and the Appellate Authority imposing the 
punishment of Dismissal from Service in the light of the 
arguments put forward by both the sides my finding on 
Point No. 1 is in the Affirmative and No. 2 and 3 as per the 
final order for the following 

REASONS 

9. The charges against the I party being that she availed 
a loan of Rs. 3,00,000.00 on 28.02.2002 from UCO Bank, 
Peenya Branch under the Mega Cash scheme by 
Mortgaging a Flat on the third floor on the premises bearing 
New Corporation no. 1 and its adjacent No. 2/5 situated at 
J Block, 1st Main, Pipeline, Seshadripuram, Bangalore by 
furnishing notarised undertaking that she would produced 
the originals of the gift deed in her favour dated 22.12.2001, 
khata certificate and latest Tax Paid Receipt, Sanction Plan 
and licence to UCO Bank, Peenya Branch, Bangalore but 
failed to deposit the original gift deed to the Bank; secondly 
she extended personal guarantee in favour of UCO Bank, 
Peenya Branch, Bangalore on 31.12.2001 for the credit 
facility of Rs. 37,00,000.00 sanctioned to M/s. Urethane 
India a partnership firm run by her Husband and Sons 
which facility was sanctioned against the security of the 
entire building standing in her Husband’s Name and the 
firm having defaulted in repayment a recovery suit has 
been filed against the borrower and the guarantor; thirdly 
she availed a mortagage loan of Rs. 55,00,000.00 from Grain 
Merchants Co-op Bank Limited Chamrajpet, Bangalore 
against the deposit of Gift deed on 22.12.2001 covering the 




[^II—3(ii)] 


23, 2015AJ^ 2, 1937 


2343 


property a flat on the third floor on the New Corporation 
no. 1 and its adjacent No. 2/5 situated at J Block, 1st Main, 
Pipeline, Seshadripuram, Bangalore; and that she has stood 
as guarantor the credit facility availed by the Urathane 
India from Renson Town Branch Bangalore by creating an 
equitable mortgage of property gifted to her by her husband 
vide Gift Deed dated 22.12.2001 covering the property New 
Corporation no. 1 and its adjacent No. 2/5 situated at J Block, 
1st Main, Pipaline, Seshadripuram, Bangalore and that it 
has been alleged by UCO and Indian Banks that she has 
colluded with her family members in defrauding them and 
on these facts it is stated she has not obtained prior 
permission from the competent authority when she was 
borrowing huge loans from other financial institution and 
financial liabilities and that she cheated the said financial 
institution by fraudulently mortgaging the same property 
as security for different loan for her and her relatives and 
has also defaulted the said financial institutions in the 
capacity of borrower and guarantor and thereby she 
committed fraudulent acts and her acts constitute gross 
misconduct in terms of Para 5(j) of Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 10.04.2002. Since there is no much dispute 
about the facts of borrowing and standing as Guarantor 
and defaults in repayment of the loan the Point that arises 
for the consideration is whether these acts do amount to 
gross-misconduct by the I Party under Para 5(i) of 
Memorandum of Settlement. In order to appreciate whether 
these facts alleged and almost admitted by the I Party 
amount to gross misconduct as per Para 5(j) of the 
Memorandum of Settlement I wish to quote here Para 5 (j) 
of Memorandum of Settlement dated 10.04.2002/27.05.2002 
copy of which has been produced by the counsel for the 
II Party with memo dated 02.04.2014 

“Para 5 : By the expression “gross misconduct” shall be 
meant any of the following acts and omissions on the part 
of an employee: 

(j) doing any act prejudicial to the interest of the bank or 
gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to 
involve the bank in serious loss”. 

On plain reading of the facts of charges levelled against 
the I Party they do not constitute acts prejudicial to the 
interest of the bank or gross-negligence or negligence 
involving or likely to involve the bank in serious loss, 
therefore, the alleged facts do not constitute gross- 
misconduct as defined under Para 5(j) of Memorandum of 
Settlement. The learned advocate appearing for the II party 
who could not substantiate these acts do amount of gross- 
misconduct as envisaged under Para 5(j) of the 
Memorandum of Settlement tried to convince the court 
that the alleged acts amount to engaging in any trade or 
business outside the scope of her duties except with the 
written permission of the Bank which is gross misconduct 
as envisaged under Para 5(a) of Memorandum of Settlement. 


First of all it is not the charge that the alleged facts do 
amount to engaging in any trade or business outside the 
scope of her duties except with the permission of the bank, 
therefore, now there is no scope for the II Party to take 
such a stand that the alleged acts amounts to engaging in 
trade or business outside the scope of her duties as such, 
such a argument does not hold any water. Moreover, only 
because she stood guarantor to a firm run by her Husband 
and sons and also borrowed some money from the other 
banks it cannot be said straight away without any evidence 
that it amounts to engaging in trade or business outside 
the scope of her duties. Moreover no provision is pointed 
out from the memorandum of Settlement to stand as 
guarantor or to borrow money from other financial 
institutions the employee of the II Party is required to take 
written permission of the Bank. Under these circumstances 
though the facts of borrowing standing guarantee and 
committing default in payment of the loans are proved being 
not disputed the finding of the Enquiry Officer that charge 
of gross misconduct as envisaged under Para 5 (j) of the 
Memorandum of Settlement is proved is baseless and 
perverse. Under the circumstances, I have arrived at 
conclusion that the findings of the Enquiry Officer the 
charges of gross-misconduct levelled against the I Party 
are proved are perverse and consequently the punishment 
imposed by the Disciplinary Authority and upheld by the 
Appellate Authority on such findings are unsustainable. 

10. In view of my finding that the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer charges are proved is perverse and the punishment 
imposed by the Disciplinary Authority and confirmed by 
the Appellate Authority on such enquiry finding are 
unsustainable the I Party is entitled for reinstatement. Since 
the evidence of the I Party that she has not been gainfully 
employed after her dismissal from service being not rebutted 
by any evidence acceptable to the conscience of this 
tribunal she is also entitled for full backwages as well as 
continuity of service being dismissed from Service without 
proof of any misconduct on her part. In the result, I pass 
the following 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Central Bank of India, 
Bangalore regional office, Karnataka in inflicting the 
punishment of Dismissal on Smt. Vanitha S Rao, Ex-Head 
Cashier II from the services without notice w.e.f. 28.09.2007 
is not justified and legal and that she is entitle for 
reinstatement with full backwages, continuity of Services 
and all other consequential benefits that she would have 
received in the absence of the impugned punishment of 
dismissal. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed byt me on 27th April 2015) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
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Annexure-I 

MEx-19 

: FromNoa-21a (3000) of UCO Bank 

Documents exhibited on behalf of the Management in 
Domestic Enquiry 

MEx-20 

: Letter of waiver dated 28-02-2002 of 

UCO Bank 

MEx-1 : 

Letter No. Malleshwararn Branch: 

MEx-21 

: DP note for Rs.300000/- 


2006:290:STAFF dated 22-09-2006 

MEx-22 

: Letter dated 11-01 -2002 addressed to 

MEx-2 : 

Letter dated 22-09-2006 addressed to 


UCO Bank. 


Malleshwararn Branch. 

MEx-23 

: Salary slip of Smt. Vanitha S Rao for 

MEx-3 : 

Letter from Malleshwararn Branch No. 


Dec 2001. 


Malleshwararn Branch : 2006 : 292 : 

STAFF dated 22-09-2006 

MEx-24 

: Salary slip of Smt. Vanitha S. Rao for 

January 2002. 

MEx-4 : 

Letter No. RO; HRD: 2006-07:1568 
dated 14-09-2006 from Regional Office, 

MEx-25 

: Affidavit Dated 07-01-2002 

MEx-5 : 

Bangalore 

Letter dated 22-09-2006 addressed to 

MEx-26 

: Draft of Letter of Deposit of title deeds 

to be obtained 


Malleshwararn Branch 

MEx-27 

: GiftDeeddated22-12-2001 

MEx-6 : 

Letter No. MALLES :2006:309;HRD 

MEx-28 

: Guarantor’s Statement of UCO Bank 


dated 30-09-2006 Of Malleshwararn 

Branch 

MEx-29 

: Guarantor’s Statement of UCO Bank 

31-12-2001 

MEx-7 : 

Letter dated 30-09-2006 addressed to 
Regional Office, Bangalore, 

MEx-30 

: Acknoledgement to Debt/Securities 

31-03-2005 

MEx-8 : 

Letter No. RO:HRD;2006-07: 1754 
dated 05-10-2006 of Regional Office, 

MEx-31 

: Agreement for A21A of UCO Bank 

singned by Arua Rao Vanitha Rao 


Bangalore 

MEx-32 

: Agreement form A-21 of UCO Bank 

MEx-9 : 

Letter No. 2006:321 :STAFF dated 


and Vanitha Rao 


11-10-200 of Malleshwararn Branch 

MEx-33 

: Agreement form A-21 A pf of UCO 

MEx-10 : 

Letter No. RO:HRD: 2006-07: 1754 


Bank signed by Arun Rao 


dated 05-10-2006 of Regional Office, 
Bangalore 

MEx-34 

: Letter No. MALLLES:2005-05: STAFF 

dated 03-01-2006 from Malleshwararn 

MEx-11 : 

Letter NO. 2006:363:HRD dated 07-1- 


Branch 


2006 of Malleshwararn Branch 

MEx-35 

: Letter dated 12th Dec 2005 of Indian 

MEx-12 : 

Letter No. RO:HRD:2006-07:2138 dated 


Bank 

MEx-13 : 

02-11-2006 Regional-Office, Bangalore 

Letter No. RO:HRD:2006-07:2150 

MEx-36 

: Letter dated 10th March 2006 of Indian 

Bank 


Dated 03-11 -2006 of Regional Office, 
Bangalore 

MEx-37 

MEx-38 

: Letter NO:CO:VIG:2749:2006-07 dated 

21-07-2006 of Indian B ank 

: Letter No. IBBT:CR:NPA:UI:2006-07 

MEx-14 : 

Letter No. MISC:PEN:2005-06:351 

dated 21-12-2005 of UCO Bank 

MEx-39 

dated 18th Jan 2007 of Indian Bank 

: Details of Assets and Liabilities of 

MEx-15 : 

Letter No:2006:156:staff dated 30-05- 

2006 of Malleshwararn Branch 

MEx-40 

Indian Bank 

: Consent Letter from the guarantor 

MEx-16 : 

letter No. MISC:PEN: 2006-07:70 Dated 

29-05-2006 of UCO Bank 


for disclsoure of Information dated 

21-06-2004 

MEx-17 : 

Letter No. UCO Bank:Peenya:06- 

MEx41 

: Agreement of guarantee form D-57 


07:166 dated 23.01.2006 of UCO Bank 

MEx-42 

: Gift Deed dated 20-11-2003 

MEx-18 : 

Agreement relating to loan under UCO 
MEGA Cash Scheme of UCO Bank 

MEx-43 

: Letter of acknowledgement dated 

30-06-2004 addressed to Indian Bank 
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MEx-44 

: Application by Mrs Vanitha Rao for 

loan under UCO MEGA Cash Scheme 

MEx45 

: Letter dated 01-01-2002 regarding 

confirmation of deposit of Title Deeds 
by Sri Srinivas 

MEx-46 

; Letter for extension of EM created on 

31-12-2001 

MEx47 

; Circular on UCO Mega Cash of UCO 
Bank 

MEx48 

; Sanction Advice of UCO Bank, dated 

28-0202002 for sanction of loan of Rs. 

3.00 to Smt. Vanitha Rao 

MEx49 

: Sanction letter of UCO Bank, for 

sanction of facilities to M/s Urethene 

India 

MEx-50 

: Guarnatee agreement in form A-21 of 

UCO Bank dated 04-04-2002 for 

facilities to M/s Urathane India 

MEx-51 

: Acknowledgement of Debt dated 

31-03-2005 for Rs. 58,19,193/- in respect 
of Urethane India 

MEx-52 

: Letter dated 04-04-2004 addressed to 

UCO Bank for extension of EM 

MEx-53 

: English Version of Sale deed dated 

28-01-1980 

MEx-54 

: Statement of Account of Loan 

Account No.LN 8223 with UCO Bank 

MEx-55 

: Statement of Account of CC a/c CC 

No. 1047 in the name of Urethane India 

MEx-56 

: Statement of Account of CC a/c CC 

No. 1047 in the name of Urethane India 

MEx-57 

: Statement of Account of Loan ale 

N0.LN8223 

MEx-58 

: Sale Deed dated 28-01-1980 

MEx-59 

: Auction Sale Notice by UCO Bank 

dated 20-02-2006 

MEx-60 

: Possession Notice dated 13-09-2004 

MEx-61 

: Postal Receipts and acknowledgement 

MEx-62 

: Notice dated 25-06-2004 by UCO Bank 

addressed to Smt. Vanita S. Rao 

MEx-63 

: News Paper Publication in the paper 

Indian Express dated 13-09-2005 

MEx-64 

: Notice dated 19-04.2005 addressed to 

Mr. K. Srinivas 


MEx-65 

: Auction Sale Notice by UCO Bank 

dated 28-11-2005 

MEx-66 

: Auction Sale Notice dated 28-11-2005 

by Indian Bank publiched in Vijaya 
Karnataka dated 29th November 2005 

MEx-67 

: Letter dated 27-12-2005 by Indian 

Bank, Circle Office, Bangalore 
addressed to RM, RM UCO Bank, 
Bangalore 

MEx-68 

: Letter dated 28-02-2006 by UCO Bank, 

RO, Bangalore to UCO Bank, Peenya 
Branch 

MEx-69 

: Letter dated 09-05-2006 from Police 

Inspector, JC Nagar Police Station, 
addressed to UCO Bank, Peenya 

MEx-70 

: Branch Wise Instrument List for 

18-10-2003 & Copy of Voucher dated 
20-0-2003 for Rs. 93405/- 

MEx-71 

: Cheque No. 87921 for Rs. 93405/- dated 

17-10-2003 fvg UCO Bank & Return 
Memo dated 18-10-2003 

MEx-72 

: Letter dated 26-11 -2004 of Vanita S. 

Rao addressed to UCO Bank 

MEx-73 

: Application for Credit Facilities by 

Urethane India 

MEx-74 

: Sanction Letter dated 21 -06-2004 by 

Indian Bank, Benson Town Branch to 
Urethane India 

MEx-75 

: Notice under Sec 13(2) of SARF AESI 

act from Indian Bank, Beson Town 
Branch 

MEx-76 

: Possession Notice for Immovable 

property hy Authorised Officer of 
Indian Bank 

MEx-77 

: Building Plan in respect of Site No. 1, 

1st Block, Pipe Line, Ward No. 6, 
Banglaore 

MEx-78 

: EC dated 24-11-2005 for the period 

from 01-04-1990 to 31-03-05 

MEx-79 

: Application hy Indian Bank before the 

Additional Chief Metropolitan 
Magistrate 

MEx-80 

: Statement of Account of Indian B ank 

in respect of A/c Urethane India 

MEx-81 

: Statement of Account of Legal 

expenses and Memorandum of 
Interest by Indian Bank 
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MEx-82 

: Memorandum relating to the Deposit 

to Title Deeds by Vanitha S. Rao in 
favour of Grain Merchants co-op Bank 
Ltd. 

MEx-83 

: Gift Deed dated 22-12-2001 executed 

by Sri K. Srinivas in favour of Vanitha 
S. Rao 

MEx-84 

: EC dated 15/03/2002 for the period 

from 14-01-1998 to 14-03-2003 

MEx-85 

: Khata Certificate dated 05-01-2004 

issued by Bangalore Mahanagara 
Pahke 

MEx-86 

: Tax Paid Receipt dated 05-01-2004 

MEx-87 

: EC dated 03-02-2003 for the period 

from 01/02/2001 to 27/01/2003 

MEx-88 

: MRfor 2002-03 dated 05-01-2004 from 

BMP (Revenue Dept. 

MEx-89 

: Salary Slip of Vanitha S. Rao for the 

month of Feb. 2004 

MEx-90 

: Form 16 issued to Vanitha S. Rao for 

the period from 01-04-2002 to 
31-03-2003 : 

MEx-91 

: Statement of Account of Grain 

Merchant’s Co-Op Bank Ltd. In 
respect of Loan a/c ML090/174 of 
Vanitha 

Documents exhibited on behalf of the CSE in Domestic 
Enquiry 

DEx-1 

: Letter dated 04-01-2006 from Lai 

Associates, addressed to the Senior 
Manager, UCO Bank, Peenya 

DEx-2 

: Letter dated 21-02-2005 from Lai 

Associates, addressed to the Senior 
Manager, UCO Bank, Peenya 

DEx-3 

: Reply by Smt. Vanitha S Rao dated 

28-02-2007 to the RO memo 

No:RO:HRD:2006-07:2910 dated 

02-02-2007 

DEx4 

: Application for loan under Mega Cash 

Scheme by Sri K Srinivas 

DEx-5 

: List of new advances sanctioned 

during the course of day-Mega Cash 
Scheme of Sri K. Srinivas 

DEx-6 

: Application of credit facilities by 

M/s. Urethane India 

DEx-7 

: Copy of recommendations for 

financing M/s. Urethane India 


DEx-8 

: Statement of A/c of SBI39475 of Smt. 

Vanitha S. Rao 

DEx-9 

: Statement of Account of Current A/c 

CA14895 of M/s. Urethane India 

DEx-10 

: Statement of Account of Loan No. 

6972 of Sri K. Srinivas 

DEx-H 

: Statement of Account of Loan A/c 

7669 of Smt. S. Vanitha S. Rao 

DEx-12 

: StatementofAccountofCC A/c 1947 

of M/s. Urethane India 
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14.05.2015 ^■RTOfSTT STTI 

[4i°'Q:d-12011/73/2001-3IT|31R (^-II)] 
Tf^ ^ER, 3lf?qRn7t 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1066. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 50/2001) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Vijaya Bank and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/05/2015. 

[No. L-1201 l/73/2001-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFDRETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YES WANTHPUR, BANGALORE - 560 022 

DATED : 3rd February, 2015 

Present: 

Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 

C R No. 50/2001 

IParty, IlParty 

The General Secretary, The Regional Manager, 

Vijaya Bank Workers Vijaya Bank, 

Organisation, 37/1, Ifloor, Head Office, 41/2, M.G Road, 
Car Street, Ulsoor, Trinity Circle, 

B angalore - 560 008. B angalore - 560 001. 





















[^II—3(ii)] 


23, 2015AJ^ 2, 1937 


2347 


Appearances 

I Party iShriBDKuttappa 

Advocate 

II Party : Shri Udayshankar Rai 

Advocate 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12011/73/ 
2001-IR(BII) dated 20.07.2001 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Bank to dismiss Shri N Shankare Gowda, Special 
Assistant from service is justified and legal? If not, 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
50/2001 when notices were issued to both the sides they 
entered their appearance through their respective advocate 
and I party filed his claim statement on 14.12.2001 and II 
party file counter statement on 03.09.2002. 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

4. Sh. N Shankare Gowda (herein after referred as I Party) 
while serving as Special Assistant at doddamage branch 
of Vijaya Bank (herein after referred as II Party) was served 
with charge sheet dated 17.11.1999 as under: 

“Charge Sheet 

You were working as Special Assistant at Bank’s 
Doddamagga branch from 24.11.97 till the date of your 
suspension i.e., 20.7.99. 

It is reported against you as under: 

Smt. Saroja, a customer of Doddamagge Branch 
maintaining SB a/c No. 4392came to the branch on 
24.05.1999 for the purpose of withdrawal of Rs. 1800/- from 
her SB a/c. You had issued a loose cheque bearing No. 
224875 to her and obtained her signature on the said cheque. 
In the said loose cheque, you had written for withdrawal of 
Rs. 6,800/- and the said amount was withdrawn from the SB 
a/c of Smt. Saroja. However, you had paid only Rs. 1,800/- 
to the customer and to suppress your said fraudulent acts, 
entered her ass boo in your own handwriting, stating the 
withdrawal as Rs. 1,800/- only in her SB a/c and mentioning 
the balance as Rs. 5087/- on the above date. Subsequently, 
when the customer had come to the branch on 28.06.1999 
for the purpose of conversion of Rs. 5000/- lying in her SB 
a/c to term deposit account, it was revealed that the 
actual balance in her S.B. a/c ledger sheet was only Rs. 87/- 
and the amount withdrawn on 24.05.1999 was Rs. 6,800/-. 


An investigation conducted into the matter revealed that 
you had written the loose cheque for Rs. 6,800/- in your 
own handwriting and also made the debit entry of Rs. 1,800/- 
in the pass book on 24.05.1999. Hence, it is clear that 
you have deliberately written Rs. 1,800/- as withdrawal 
amount and misappropriated Rs. 5000/- being the customer’s 
money and thus committed fraudulent acts and cheated 
the customer of the bank. 

It is revealed during the investigation that, on 03.06.1999 
you made a false credit entry of Rs. 25,000/- to the SB a/c 
No. 1601 maintained by Shri. G. Bhupathi without the 
support of any valid voucher or paying-in-slip. 
Subsequently, the account holder Shri Bhupathi had 
withdrawn the said amount on the same date. Further, it is 
also observed that the entry made by you as above was 
neither reflected in the cash scroll nor in the SB sub- day 
book of the branch s on 03.06.1999 and the relevant credit 
paying-in-slip is not available on record. Hence, it is very 
clear that the entry of Rs. 25,000/- made by you in the SB a/ 
c ledger sheet of Shri. Bhupathi is a fraudulent transaction. 
The hand writing in the ledger sheet of SB a/c No. 1601 for 
the false credit entry of Rs. 25,000/- was yours only and the 
subsequent withdrawals in the said account were also 
checked and passed by you. 

During the absence of Branch Manager between the 
last week of May and first week of July 1999, S hri. B . V. 
Poojary, Asst. Branch Manager, was in charge of the 
branch and you were supervising the operations of SB, 
Current and Overdraft accounts and you were also 
maintaining the officer’s cash scroll. It is observed that the 
extraction of balancing of S VB a/cs was not done on second 
Friday of June 99 i.e., on 11.06.1999, but was done on 
18.06.1999. lln order to suppress your fraudulent acts and 
the above said fraudulent entry of Rs. 25,000/- in the SB 
a/c No. 1601 on 03.06.1999, you had obtained a self cheque 
bearing No., 0089341 forRs. 25,000/- from Shri. M.T Range 
Gowda, a customer of the bank maintaining SB a/c No. 
3695 on 18.06.1999. Shri. Bhupathi had prepared a credit 
paying-in-slip for the said amount of Rs. 25,000/- for credit 
of the proceeds of the above cheque No. 2289341 to his SB 
a/c No. 1601 on 18.06.1999. The said amount was withdrawn 
from SB a/c No. 3695 and credited to the SB a/c No. 1601 of 
Shri. Bhupathi as on the said date. This paying-in-slip to 
SB a/c No. 1601 of Shri. Bhupathi was not entered in the 
ledger sheet of his said account, but recorded in the cash 
scroll, SB sub-day book etc. From the above transactions, 
it is revealed that the motive behind the said transaction 
was to suppress the effect of the false credit entry of Rs. 
25,000/- made on 3.6.1999. From your above acts, it is 
construed that you have committed fraudulent acts to 
derive pecuniary benefit for yourself. 

Smt. Puttamma, an illiterate depositor maintaining SB 
a/c No. 2037 at Doddamagge Branch had remitted an 
amount of Rs. 10,000/- to her SB a/c on 28.5.99. It is reported 
that, on 29.5.99, you had withdrawn the amount of 
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Rs. 10,000/- from her said account by forging her left hand 
thumb impression in the loose cheque No. 224966. The 
said loose cheque was written by you in your own 
handwriting and was also passed by you. The Left Hand 
Thumb Impression of Smt. Puttamma, on the loose cheque 
in question, does not tally with her Left Hand thumb 
impression in the specimen signature card held by the 
branch. The cash handling clerk, on the said day Shri. N. 
Shivaramu, code No. 10375, vide his written statement dt. 

6.7.99 has confirmed the fact that the payment of cash of 
Rs. 10,000/- was made directly to you. By your above acts, 
you have cheated the customer and committed fraud for 
personal gain. 

Shri. Malaiah, a customer of the branch has availed a 
production loan of Rs. 25,000/- (A/cNo. 25/98), for raising 
tobacco crops during 1997-98. He is maintaining SBV a/c 
No. 624 at Doddamagge Branch. As per the arrangement 
made with the Tobacco Boards, the sale proceeds of 
tobacco was sent to the branch directly by the Tobacco 
Board and accordingly the branch had received a total 
amount of Rs. 36,359.40 to the credit of shri. Malaiah’s SB 
a/c No. 624. On 1.2.99 Malaiah’s wanted to withdraw a sum 
of Rs. 21,000/- from his said SB a/c and credit the same to 
his production Loan a/c No. 25/98. You had issued a loose 
cheque bearing No. 223639 to the customer on 1.2.99 and 
obtained his signature on both the sides of the cheque for 
withdrawal of Rs. 21,000/- and informed him that the amount 
would be directly credited to his production loan account. 
However, it is observed that you had neither handed over 
the amount to Shri. Malaiah nor credited the same to his 
production loan a/c No. 25/98. It is also observed on 
verification of the relative cheque that, the date of the 
cheque was altered and the drawer’s authentication for the 
alteration in daze was not obtained. The cash handling 
clerk on the said day Shri. N. Basaye Gowda, [code No. 
9458], in his letter dt. 13.7.99 had mentioned that the amount 
of Rs. 21,000/- drawn from the account of Shri. Malaiah 
was handed over to you 01.02.1999. 

In this Bank In this regard the customer, Shri. Malaiah 
has also lodged a complaint vide his letter dated 10.7.1999. 
By your above said acts you have cheated the customer 
for your personal benefit, committed fraud and 
misappropriated customer’s money. 

It is reported that, Shri. M.K. Ranganath, who is 
maintaining SB a/c No. 2111 at Doddamage Branch had 
deposited an amount of Rs. 5000/- in his SB a/c paying-in- 
slip to the customer in respect of the above deposit affixing 
the case received seal of the branchy and duly putting 
your signature for having received the amount of Rs. 5,000/- 
on 4.5.99. However, the relevant pass book, cash scroll and 
SB Sub-day book for 4.5.99 do not reveal the said 
transaction. On verification, it is also revealed that no such 
voucher/paying-in-slip was prepared and entered in the 
SB a/c ledger sheet of Shri M.K. Ranganath. it is also 


revealed that, in order to suppress your above fraudulent 
acts and not to give scope for any suspicion, on 18.5.99 
you have made a fraudulent credit entry for Rs. 5,000/- in 
the SB a/c No. 2111 of Shri M.K. Ranganath. The said 
fraudulent entry in the ledger sheet of the Said SB A/c was 
made by you in your own handwriting. The fraudulent 
entry of Rs. 5000/- entered in the relevant pass book of 
Shri. M.K Ranganath was also made by you only. However, 
the said entry raised you on 18.5.99 was not found in the 
cash scroll and SB Sub-day book as on the said date, except 
the entry made in the SB ledger sheet of SB a/c No. 2111. It 
is further observed that the said entry was checked and 
initiated by you only. By your above said acts, you have 
defrauded the bank and cheated the depositor. Actuated 
by the malafides, you have committed fraud in the SB a/c 
No. 172 of Shri. Hanumantha Reddy by fraudulently 
withdrawing Rs. 12,000/-fromhis SB a/c No. 172 maintained 
at Doddamagge Branch. On 3.4.99, you have fraudulently 
withdrawn Rs. 12,000/- from the SB a/c No. 172 of Shri. 
Hanumantha Reddy by loose cheque No. 221294. The said 
entry in the ledger sheet of the SBV a/c No. 172 was made 
by you and the transaction was also checked by you in the 
ledger sheet. The said entry of Rs. 12,000/- was also recorded 
in the token register, cash scroll and SB Sub-day book. On 
8.4.99, you have prepared a cash paying-in-slip for Rs. 
2000/- and remitted Rs. 2000/- to the credit of SB a/c No. 
172. On the same day, you have made a false credit entry of 
Rs. 10,000/- to the said account without the support of a 
valid credit paying-in-slip. This fraudulent credit entry of 
Rs. 10,000/- made by you on 8.4.99 to the account of Shri. 
Hanumantha Reddy was not reflected in the cash scroll 
and SB Sub-day book as on the said date. It is also 
observed that the fraudulent withdrawal of Rs. 12,000/- on 

3.4.99 and the fraudulent credit entry of Rs, 10,000/- on 

8.4.99 were Written by you in the relative ledger sheet of 
SBV a/c No. 172 in your own handwriting. It is amply clear 
that to camouflage your fraudulent acts of withdrawal of 
cash of Rs. 12,000/- on 3.4.99, you had deposited Rs. 2000/ 

- on 8.4.99 and made a fraudulent credit entry of Rs. 10,000/ 

- on the said day in the SB a/c No. 172 of Shri. Hanumantha 
Reddy. From your above acts, it is evident that you have 
committed fraudulent acts by withdrawing Rs. 12,000/- from 
the SBV a/c No. 172 of Shri. Hanumantha Reddy on 3.4.99 
and making a false credit entry of Rs. 10,000/- in the said 
account on 8.4.99. 

By your various acts as narrated above, It is evident 
that you have committed fraud and misappropriation in 
various deposit accounts of the customers at Doddamagge 
branch, thereby cheating the customers and exposing the 
bank to financial loss, which constitute gross misconduct 
under the provisions of Bipartite Settlement, 1966. 

The Bank therefore charges you as under: 

“Your acts of fraud and misappropriation in the 

deposit accounts of the customers as narrated from 

(1) to (6) above amount to acts prejudicial to the 
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interest of the bank, which constitute gross- 
misconduct under sub-clause(j) of clause 19.5 of 
Chapter XIX of the Bipartite Settlement, 1966.” 

You are, therefore, required to submit your written 
statement setting forth your defence, if any, in triplicate to 
the undersigned within 7 days of receipt of this charge 
sheet and show-cause as to why appropriate disciplinary 
action should not be taken against you, falling which it will 
be deemed that you have no statement of defence to submit 
and the matter will be proceeded with accordingly. 

Sd/- 

(K. Amarnath Shetty) 
Deputy General Manager 
(Disciplinary Authority)” 

on reply of the I Party denying the charges as false and 
baseless the Disciplinary Authority appointing Sh. K 
Venkataramanayya as Enquiry Officer and Sh. B Narasimha 
Achary as Presenting Officer ordered him to face the 
Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry Officer while securing the 
presence of the CSE who appeared along with Sh. Suresh 
Kamath, Special Assistant as Defence Representative after 
observing the formalities of preliminary hearing receiving 
the evidence of Sh. M Vasanth Kumar Shetty, Manager, 
Regional Office, Hassan; Sh. AU Pooj ary, Assistant Branch 
Manager, Doddamagge Branch; Sh. B N Shivasubramanya, 
Branch Manager, Doddamagge Branch, Sh. A Basave 
Gowda, Clerk, Doddamagge Branch and Sh. N Shivaramu, 
Clerk, Doddamagge Branch as MW 1 to 5 and exhibiting 
Certified copies of the investigation report dated 16.07.1999; 
SB Account opening form pertaining to SB Account No. 
4392 of Smt. Saroja; loose cheque no. 224875 for Rs. 6800.00 
dated 24.05.1999; abstract copy of pass book pertaining to 
SB Account No. 4392; kedger extract pertaining to SB 
Account No. 4392; token register as on 24.05.1999; cashier’s 
cash scroll as on 24.05.1999; Officer’s Cash scroll as on 
24.05.1999; SB sub-day book as on 24.05.1999; compliant 
given by Smt. Saroja with regard to fraudulent withdrawal 
of Rs. 5000.00; specimen signature card in respect of SB 
Account No. 1601 of Sh. G Bhupavathi; token register as 
on 03.06.1999; Officer cash scroll as on 03.06.1999; cashier’s 
cash scroll as on 18.06.1999; SB ledger sheet extract of SB 
A/c 1601; SB Account sub- day as on 03.06.1999; SB ledger 
extract of SB a/c 3695 of M T Range Gowda; SB account 
deposit balancing register extract; SB sub-day as on 
18.06.1999; SB Account No. 2037 of Smt. Puttamma; SB 
account pass book pertaining to SB a/c no. 2037; complaint 
letter of Smt. Puttamma; sheet showing the LHTI of Smt. 
Puttamma; ledger extract pertaining to SB a/c No. 2037 of 
Smt. Puttamma; token register as on 29.05.1999; extract copy 
of Cashier’s cash scroll as on 29.05.1999; extract copy of 
officer’s cash scroll as on 29.05.1999; SB sub-day as on 
29.05.1999; written statement of Sh. N Shivaramu dated 
06.07.1999; loose cheque No. 223639 for Rs. 21000.00 dated 
01.02.1999; SB account ledger sheet pertaining to SB a/c 


624; extract copy of SB pass book pertaining to account 
No. 624 of Sh. Mallaiah; Token register as on 01.02.1999; 
cashier’s cash scroll as on 01.02.1999; officer ’ s cash scroll 
as on 01.02.1999; SB sub-day book as on 01.02.1999; 
complaint letter dated 12.07.1999 given by Sh. Mallaiah; 
written statement of Sh. ABasave Gowda dated 13.07.1999; 
SB account opening card pertaining to SB a/c No. 2111; 
specimen signature card of SB a/c No. 2111; complaint 
letter received on 15.07.1999 from Sh. MV Sampath; extract 
of officer’s cash scroll as on 04.05.1999; extract of cashier’s 
cash scroll as on 04.05.1999; SB account ledger extract 
pertaining toa/cNo.2111;SB sub-day book extract as on 
04.05.1999; cashier cash scroll as on 03.04.1999; officer’s 
cash scroll as on 03.04.1999; extract of SB sub-day book 
(debit Slip) as on 03.04.1999; token register (folio 120 and 
121); SB sub-day (debit slip) as on 08.04.1999; officer’s 
cash scroll as on 08.04.1999; cashier’s cash scroll as on 
08.04.1999; extract of SB sub- day book (credit slip) as on 
08.04.1999; ledged extract of SB account No. 172 of Sh. 
Hanumantha Reddy; pay in slip of SB account No. 172 
dated 08.04.1999; SB account pay in sip dated 08.04.1999; 
complaint letter of Sh. Hanumantha Reddy received on 
13.07.1999; pass book in respect of SB a/c No. 172; 
complaint of Sh. K Venakata Gowda dated 09.07.1999; 
extract of Attendance Register for the months of April, 
May and June 1999; compliant of Sh. M V Sampath dated 
15.07.1999; reply of CSE to the charge sheet dated 09.12.1993; 
report of Assistant Manager, Doddamagge Branch dated 
02.07.1999; report of the Assistant Manager, Doddamagge 
branch to AGM, RO, Hassan; letter dated 15.07.1999 from 
Branch Manager to AGM, RO, Hassan; letter dated 
12.07.1999 from branch Manager, Doddamagge Branch to 
AGM, RO, Hassan; letter dated 12.07.1999 from Branch 
manager Doddamagge Branch to Taluk, Sanchalak, 
Karnataka Dalitha Sanghasha Samithi, letter dated 
12.07.1999 from Karnataka Dalitha Sangharsha Samithi to 
Branch Manager, Doddamagge; Particulars of 
overdrawings dated 13.07.1999 of SB a/c Nos. 172, 1601, 
2111, extract of Job rotation from 01.02.1997 to 31.07.1997 
and Registered AD dated 11.01.2000 MEx 1 to 73 and the 
statement of the CSE It Party concluding the enquiry 
receiving the written briefs of both the sides submitted his 
enquiry report dated 09.03.2000 all charges are being 
proved. Then the Disciplinary Authority while affording 
the opportunity of hearing imposed the punishment of 
Dismissal from Service and on appeal the Appellate 
Authority as well giving an opportunity of hearing 
confirmed the order of the Disciplinary Authority and 
dismissed the appeal, then the I Party approached the 
ALC(C), Hubli and as he submitted FOC dated 08.03.2001 it 
resulted in this reference. 

5. The I Party in his claim statement asserted that the 
Domestic Enquiry was in violation of the principles of 
natural justice and that the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
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on all the six charges is baseless since the concerned 
complainants were not at all examined and testified the 
alleged allegations made by them in their respective alleged 
complaints and even otherwise the punishment imposed is 
disproportionate etc. INTERALIA, the 11 Party in the 
counter statement contending that since the I Party 
prevented the complainants from appearing before the 
Enquiry Officer they could not be examined but inspite of it 
from documentary evidence the charges levelled against 
the CSE could be appreciated the Enquiry Officer while 
appreciating the charges with the documentary evidence 
placed before him coupled with the evidence of the bank 
officials has rightly come to the conclusion of charges 
being established and for such misconduct he was not 
eligible to be continued in the service of the Bank as such 
the punishment of dismissal is also proportionate supported 
the Domestic Enquiry as fair and proper, the enquiry finding 
as based on the evidence of the Bank officials and the 
documents produced in the enquiry and punishment 
imposed is proportionate and thus supported all of them. 

6. My learned predecessor while raising a Preliminary 
Issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 
Party by the II Party is fair and proper?” 

after receiving the evidence adduced by both the sides 
and hearing the arguments of the learned advocates by 
order dated 04.07.2007 held the Domestic Enquiry being 
fair and proper and the learned advocates appearing for 
both the sides addressed their arguments on merits, the 
points that now arises for my consideration are : 

Point No. 1: Whether the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
all the six changes are established is perverse necessitating 
the interference of this tribunal? 

Point No. 2: If not, whether the punishment of dismissal 
imposed is disproportionate? 

Point No. 3: What order/award? 

7. On appreciation of the pleadings, oral and 
documentary evidence placed on record in the Domestic 
Enquiry with the report of the Enquiry Officer and the 
arguments put forward by the learned advocates for both 
the sides my finding on Point No. 1 is in the Affirmative, 
point No. 2 as does not survive for consideration and Point 
No. 3 as per final order for the following 

REASONS 

8. Point No. 1: The main contention of the I Party being 
in the absence of examining the six complainants whose 
complaints are exhibited as MEx 10, 27, 37,42, 61 and 63 
without their examination he having been deprived of 
testifying their version and even whether they had filed 
such complaints the finding of the Enquiry Officer all these 


charges are established is perverse, during the course of 
arguments when the learned advocate appearing for the II 
Party was posed a question whether such charges based 
on the alleged complaints of the customers without their 
examination can be accepted he fairly conceded that charges 
under 1, 3, 4, 5 may not be accepted but for charges 2 and 
6 as customers are not losers their examination was not 
necessary and from documentary evidence they can be 
appreciated as such as far as the charges 2 and 6 are 
concerned there is no reasons to say the finding of the 
Enquiry Officer being perverse. 

9. As per Charge No. 1 Smt. Saroja, SB Account holder 
bearing No. 4392 lodged a complaint alleging that on 
24.05.1999 she came to the Doddamagge branch for the 
purpose of withdrawal of Rs. 1800.00 from her SB Account 
and I Party issued her a loose cheque bearing No. 224875 
and obtained her signature on the said cheque and paid 
her only Rs. 1800.00 and now it has come to her notice that 
he altered the figure of amount of Rs. 1800.00 to Rs. 6800.00 
and in order to suppress withdrawal of Rs. 6800.00 he 
entered in her pass book withdrawal as Rs. 1800.00 only 
and subsequently when she came to branch on 28.06.1999 
for the purpose of conversion of Rs. 5000.00 lying in her 
SB Account to term deposit account it was revealed to her 
that the actual balance in her SB account ledger being only 
Rs. 87.00 as the amount withdrawn on 24.05.1999 was 
written as Rs. 6800.00. When according to the alleged 
complaint filed by Smt. Saroja she approached the I Party 
for withdrawal of Rs. 1800.00 and he/I Party who issued a 
loose cheque obtained her signature and gave her 
Rs. 1800.00 and subsequently when she came to the branch 
to convert Rs. 5000.00 from her SB Account on 28.06.1999 
she learned the I Party writing withdrawal as Rs. 6800.00 
same being entered in the ledger she has been deprived of 
Rs. 5000.00 it is for her to testify as to such allegation and 
no amount of other evidence could fill in the same. If at all 
the customer had approached the I Party for withdrawal of 
Rs. 1800.00 only and he who issued a loose cheque and 
after obtaining her signature incorporated the amount of 
withdrawal as Rs. 6800.00 and gave her only Rs. 1800.00 it 
is only she who could speak about it and any amount of 
the evidence like that of MW 1 the investigating officer 
that she has confirmed the allegations made in the complaint 
before him etc., could not have been placed reliance by the 
Enquiry Officer. Therefore, in my considered view the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer charge No. 1 is established is 
baseless and perverse. 

10. As per charge No. 2 on 03.06.1999 the I Party gave a 
false credit of Rs. 25000.00 without preparing any pay in 
slip to the SB Account of Sh. G Bhupathi which entry is not 
available on any other records or corresponding ledger 
and when MWl enquired the SB account holder Sh. G 
Bhupathi in the presence of the Branch Manager he stated 
that I Party had owed certain amount to him and in order to 
make good the same he may have made this false entry. In 
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respect of this version of MW 1 and the Branch Manager 
in the absence of Sh. G. Bhupathi the I Party had owed him 
money and in order to make the same good he must have 
made this entry in his SB account ledger could not have 
been accepted by the Enquiry Officer. Therefore, in my 
considered view the finding of the Enquiry Officer charge 
No. 2 is established is baseless and perverse. 

11. As per Charge No. 3 the I Party had withdrawn a sum 
of Rs. 10000.00 on 29.05.1999 from the SB Account of Smt. 
Puttamma bearing No. 2037 by forging her Left Thumb 
Impression (LTM) on a loose cheque and she made a 
complaint on 05.07.1999 and on verification of the LTM 
with that of her specimen signature it did not tally as such 
he had withdrawn a sum of Rs. 10000.00 from the SB 
Account of Smt. Puttamma by forging her Left Thumb 
Impression on the loose cheque. Only because the Thumb 
Impression on the cheque and the specimen signature of 
the customer did not tally it is not possible to jump to a 
conclusion that I Party had withdrawn the amount in 
question by forging left thumb impression of the customer 
on a loose cheque. It is for the customer to testify that 
though she did not come to the Bank on 29.05.1999 and 
obtaining a loose cheque presented it for withdrawal of Rs. 
10000.00. In the absence of the evidence of the account 
holder in such type of allegation it is not possible to hold 
the charges as proved on any amount of other evidence of 
the bank officials. Therefore, in my considered view the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer charge No. 3 is established is 
baseless and perverse. 

12. As per Charge No. 4 one Sh. Malaiah had availed a 
production loan of Rs. 25000.00 under Account No. 25/98 
for raising Tobacco Crop during 1997-1998 and had also 
maintained an SB Account bearing No. 624 and as per the 
arrangement made by him with the Tobacco Board the sale 
proceeds of Tobacco used to be sent to the Doddamagge 
branch directly by the Tobacco Board and accordingly the 
Branch had received a total sum of Rs. 36359.40 paise to 
his credit and on 01.02.1999 he came to the branch to 
withdrawn a sum of Rs. 21000.00 from his SB Account and 
to credit the same his production loan account No. 25/98 
and I Party while issuing a loose cheque bearing No. 223639 
to him obtained his signature on both the sides of the 
cheque for withdrawal of Rs. 21000.00 and informed him 
that the said amount will be directly credited to his loan 
account but he failed to do so. As far as this charge is 
concerned unless the customer testifies by examining 
himself it is not possible to accept the allegations made 
against the I Party on any amount of the evidence of the 
Bank Officials. Therefore, in my considered view the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer charge No. 4 is established is baseless 
and perverse. 

13. As per Charge No. 5 Sh. M. K. Ranganath who had 
SB Account at Doddamagge branch bearing No. 2111 gave 
a complaint alleging that he came to the branch on 


04.05.1999 to deposit an amount of Rs. 5000.00 in his SB 
Account and I Party who received the said amount issued 
a counterfoil of the SB Account pay in slip to him affixing 
the cash received seal of the Branch and duly putting his 
signature for having received the amount of Rs. 5000.00 
and on verification it is found that no such voucher pay in 
slip was prepared and entered in the SB Account ledger 
sheet and thereby he defrauded that customer by an amount 
of Rs. 5000.00. Unless the complainant testified himself to 
these allegations any other evidence of bank officials that 
he confirmed before them these allegations is of no avail to 
the II Party to prove this charge as such the finding of the 
Enquiry Officer this charge is proved without the evidence 
of Sh. N. K. Ranganath in my opinion is baseless and 
perverse. 

14. As per Charge No. 6 one Sh. Hanumantha Reddy 
had SB Account No. 172 at Doddamagge branch and that I 
Party on 03.04.1999 through a loose cheque withdrew a 
sum of Rs. 12000.00 from that account and made entry in 
the ledger sheet, token register, cash scroll and SB sub¬ 
day book and on 08.04.1999 remitted a sum of Rs. 2000.00 
through cash pay in slip to that account and also made a 
false credit entry of Rs. 10000.00 to the said account without 
a valid credit pay in slip. Unless the customer testified 
himself that he did not withdraw a sum of Rs. 12000.00 on 
03.04.1999 taking a loose cheque from the Branch withdrawal 
of that amount by the I Party cannot be inferred as such in 
the absence of his evidence the Enquiry Officer holding 
this charge as established as well in my opinion is baseless 
and perverse. 

15. In view of my detailed discussion made above in 
this case the evidence of complaints on all the six charges 
was very much essential and in the absence of their 
evidence the charges incorporated in them could not have 
been believed. Ofcourse there is a observation by the 
Enquiry Officer based on the statement by the Presenting 
Officer that I Party was preventing the complainants from 
appearing before the Enquiry Officer but in the absence of 
any evidence to corroborate or support the statement made 
by the Presenting Officer such statement could not have 
been believed by the Enquiry Officer. Even otherwise when 
the party making charge i.e. the management failed to 
secure the presence of customers alleged to have made 
such complaints the Enquiry Officer ought not to have 
accepted such charges made against the I Party. Hence, I 
am of the considered view the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
all the six changes are established are baseless and perverse 
and accordingly I answer this issue. 

16. Point No. 2: In view of my finding on Point No. 1 this 
issue does not survive for consideration. 

17. Point No. 3: In view of my finding on Point No. 1 
since the I Party has been dismissed from service on an 
enquiry report which is found baseless and perverse the I 
Party is entitle for reinstatement with full backwages. 







2352 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 23, 20I5/JYAISTHA 2,1937 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


continuity of service and all other consequential benefits 
that he would have received in the absence of the impugned 
order of Dismissal. In the result, I pass the following 

ORDER 

The reference is allowed holding that the action of the 
management of Vijaya Bank dismissing Sh. Shankare Gowda 
from service is not legal and justified and that he is entitle 
for reinstatement with full backwages, continuity of service 
and other consequential benefits that he would have 
received in the absence of the impugned order of dismissal. 

(Directed to UDC, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 3rd February 2015) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

19 2015 
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[# 11^-12012/149/2002- ( ^-II) ] 

Tfd tTdl 3lfdd7Rt 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1067. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 66/2002) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court - Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/149/2002-IR(B-n)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESW/UVTHPUR, BANGALORE-560 022 

DATED lstJANUARY2015 

Present: 


Appearances: 


I Party 

Shri A. J. Srinivasan, 
Advocate 

II Party 

Sh. Ramesh Upadhyaya, 
Advocate 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide order No. L-12012/149/ 
2002-IR(B-I) dated 11.12.2002 in exercise of the power 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) made this reference for adjudication with the 
following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the mansagement of 
Syndicate Bank, Zonal Office, Gandhinagar, 
Bangalore is justified in imposing the punishment of 
dismissal from service in respect of Shri R. 
Shanmukhappa, Ex-Clerk, Syndicate Bank, Hutti 
Branch, Lingasugur Taluk, Raichur Dist. Karnataka 
State w.e.f 31.8.1999? If not, what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
66/2002 when notices were issued to both the parties, I 
Party entered his appearance through Sh. A J Srinivasan, 
advocate and II Party through Sh. Ramesh Udadhyaya, 
advocate but inspite of providing sufficient opportunity 
both since did not care to file either claim statement or 
counter statement my learned predecessor by award dated 

13.12.2004 had rejected the reference for non prosecution 
and after its gazette notification and service on the I party 
since I Party came with an application in Misc. 01/2005 
under Section 11 of ID Act to recall the Award my learned 
predecessor after causing notice of the same to the 
management and giving opportunity to file objection, 
recording the evidence of the I Party after hearing 
arguments addressed by the learned advocates by order 
dated 29.07.2005 allowed the said application and set aside 
the award dated 13.12.2004 and taken the reference in its 
original number the I Party filed his claim statement on 

15.12.2005 and II Party appeared through Sh. Ramesh 
Upadhyaya, Advocate and filed their counter statement 
on 12.05.2006. 


Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 


CRNo. 66/2002 

I Party HParty 


Sh. R. Shanmukhappa, 
Telegadi mani, Mudgal, 
Raichur-584125. 
Karnataka 


The Assistant General Manager, 
Syndicate Bank, 

Zonal Office, P B No. 9947, 
Gandhinagar, 

Bangalore - 560009. 


3. The brief facts that leads to this reference and Award 
may be stated as under. 

4. The I Party who was appointed as clerk in the II Party 
Management and was temporarily was entrusted with the 
duties of Special Assistant during the period 09.07.1987 to 
06.07.1998 was issued with charge sheet dated 14.10.1998 
as under: 

“That you were working as a clerk at Mudgal Branch 
during the period between 09.07.1987 and 06.07.1998 
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during which period you were also temporarily 
entrusted duties of a Special Assistant from time to 
time. While functioning in your position as such, it 
is alleged against you: 

a) that you did not account for remittance of Rs. 
5,000/- each deposited by Sri Nagappa and Smt. 
Subhadramma, towards their respective SB Accounts 
at the branch on the date on which the remittances 
were made. 

b) that a cheque issued by you for Rs. 50,000/- 
favouring KSFC drawn on your SB Account at the 
branch was dishonoured for want of funds. 

The following circumstances appear on record in respect 
of the above transactions: 

I. In the matter of Rs, 5,000/- deposited by Sri Nagappa: 

That Sri Nagappa, S/o Gundappa Badiger is maintaining 
SB Account No. 13418 with the branch since 28.1.1993. 
That in the pass book issued for his account a credit entry 
of Rs. 5,000/- is appearing on 6.1.1998. The date “6.1.1998” 
and the entry as “By Cash” was made and initiated by you. 
However, the branch records to not indicate of any such 
credit received for the said amount on 6.1.1998. 

That on 27.4.98 the depositor withdrew Rs. 8,000/- in 
cash from his SB Account through a withdrawn slip No. 
414130. The withdrawal slip was entered, checked and 
passed for payment by you. The opening balance in the 
account on that date was Rs. 3,608/- only. However, the 
debit entry in the ledger folio was shown as Rs. 3,000/- 
instead of Rs. 8,000/- and the balance was shown as Rs. 
608/-. The entry in the pass book was made and initiated 
by you. 

That on 30.04.1998, Rs. 5000/- was credited to the account 
by cash. The credit slip is in your handwriting. The credit 
entry was made, checked and initiated by you. This entry 
was inserted in the ledger folio before the debit entry of Rs. 
3,000/- dt. 27.04.1998 and the debit entry of Rs. 3,000/- dt. 

27.4.98 is found altered to Rs. 8,000/-. 

The above circumstances indicate that you have 
misappropriated Rs. 5,000/- deposited by the customer on 

6.1.98 towards his SB Account and when there was no 
sufficient balance in the account, you passed for payment 
a withdrawal slip for Rs. 8,000/- on 27.4.98. You falsified the 
bank records by entering the withdrawal slip as for Rs. 
3,000/- Later you reimbursed the amount on 30.4.98 by 
crediting to SB Account and made alterations in the SB 
ledger folio. 

The above acts on your part constitute gross 
misconduct within the meaning of clause No. 19.5 of 
Bipartite Settlement. We therefore charge you with gross 
misconduct of doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the 
Bank vide clause No. 19.5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement. 


H. In the matter of Rs. 5,000/- deposited by Smt. 
Subhadramma: 

That Smt. Subhadramma W/o Sri Guruswamy Iligar, is 
maintain SB Account No. 15070 with the branch since 

24.5.1996. 

That in the pass book issued to the customer, the 
following transactions are appearing: 

i) a credit entry of Rs. 5,000/- as on “9.11.96” and 
particulars as “By cash”. 

ii) a debit entry of Rs. 5,000/- as on “17.12.96” and 
particulars as “To self’. 

iii) a credit entry of Rs. 10,400/-as on “16.8.97” and 
particulars as “By cash”. 

The above entries were made and initiated by you. 
However the branch records do not indicate of any such 
credits and debit to the said account on the mentioned 
dates. 

That the depositor has informed that she had deposited 
Rs. 5,000/- to her SB a/c on 9.11.96, withdrew Rs. 5,000/- on 

17.12.96 but denied having deposited Rs. 10,400/- on 

16.8.1997. 

The above circumstances indicate that you 
misappropriated Rs. 5,000/- deposited by the customer on 

9.11.96 towards her SB Account and reimbursed the amount 
on 17.12.1996 by paying her cash, made a fictitious credit 
entry of Rs. 10,400/- in her Pass Book with ulterior motive 
and in the process you falsified the Bank’s records. 

The above acts on you part constitute gross misconduct 
within the meaning of clause No. 19.5 of Bipartite Settlement. 

We therefore, charge you with gross misconduct of 
doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the Bank vide clause 
No. 19.5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement. 

III. In the matter of returning of cheque for Rs. 50,000/- 

That a chargesheet cum show cause notice No. CGS/ 
BNG/96/88 dt. 23.7.96 was issued to you by the Disciplinary 
Authority for the alleged misconduct of issuing cheque 
No. 0525404 dt. 5.2.1996 for Rs. 10,000/- favouring Sri 
Veerabhadra Shetty which when presented through clearing 
was returned unpaid for want of sufficient funds in your 
SB Account No. 11211 at Mudgal Branch. The charge was 
held as proved during the departmental enquiry. During 
the Personal Hearing given by the Disciplinary Authority, 
you had assured that you will not given scope for such an 
act in future. Hence the matter was viewed leniently and 
you were “warned” by the Disciplinary Authority. 

That despite the above, your cheque No. 625577 dt. 
20.12.97 for Rs. 50,000/- favouring KSFC Raichur on your 
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SB Account No. 7626 at the branch was dishonoured on 
1.1.1998 for want of funds, contravening the guidelines 
issued vide HO Cir. No. 90/94/BC dt. 16.4.1994. 

Your above acts constitute gross misconduct within 
the meaning of clause No. 19.5 of the Bipartite Settlement. 

We therefore charge you with gross misconduct of 
doing acts prejudicial to the interest of the Bank vide clause 
No. 19.5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement. 

Pending such enquiry/initiation of such enquiry into 
the above serious allegations, you are suspended from the 
services of the Bank with immediate effect in terms of clause 
No. 19.12(b) of the Bipartite Settlement. 

During the period of Suspension, you will be paid 
Subsistence Allowance at the following rates: 

A) Where the enquiry is departmental by the Bank: 

1) Where the investigation is not entrusted to or taken 
up by an outside agency: 

a) for the first three months of suspension, l/3rd of 
the pay and allowances which you would have 
got but for the suspension: 

b) for the period of Suspension, if any, thereafter, 
1/2 of the Pay and Allowances which you would 
have got but for the suspension, provided that 
after one year of suspension, fully pay and 
allowances will be paid if the enquiry is not delayed 
for the reasons attributable to you or any of your 
representatives. 

2) Where the investigation is done by an outside agency 
and such investigation is followed by a departmental 
enquiry by the Bank and by prosecution: 

a) For the first three months of Suspension, l/3rd of 
the Pay and Allowances which you would have 
got but for the Suspension; 

b) For the period of suspension, if any, thereafter, 
1/2 of the Pay and Allowances which you would 
have got but for the suspension. 

Provided that, full pay and allowances will be payable 
after six months from the date of receipt of report of the 
investigation agency that, it has come to the conclusion 
not to prosecute the employee or one year after the date of 
suspension, whichever is later; 

AND provided further that the enquiry is not. delayed 
for reasons attributable to you or any of your 
representatives. 

B) Where the enquiry is held by an outside agency 
including a trial in a criminal court: 

a) for the first six months of suspension l/3rd of the 
Pay and Allowances which you would have got, 
but for Suspension; 


b) for the period of Suspension, if any, thereafter, 
1/2 of the Pay and Allowances which you would 
have got but for the Suspension, until the enquiry 
is over. 

You are required to furnish your postal address forthwith 
for the purpose of future communication with you. You 
should not enter the branch premises during the period of 
suspension except for the purpose of operating your own 
account. Further, for that purpose, you should obtain 
specific permission of the Branch Manager, by sending a 
note with the Attender at the cabin. If it is found that your 
are misusing the above facility, in any way, your account is 
liable to be closed and the balance sent to you by a Pay 
Order. 

We advise you to submit your written statement of 
defence, if any, within 15 days from the date of receipt of 
this Chargesheet cum Suspension Order. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- 

Asst. General Manager.” 

and appointed Sh. K P Acharya, Chief Officer(P) as Enquiry 
Officer and Sh. M J Sudhakara as Management 
Representative and initiated the Domestic Enquiry, the 
Enquiry Officer while securing the presence of the I Party 
and the Management Representative observeing the 
formalities of preliminary hearing and receiving the evidence 
of Sh. M Prabhakar, Chief Officer, Vigilance Office and Sh. 
K K Somaiah, Manager, Yedrami Branch as MW 1 and MW 
2 for the management and got exhibiting MEx-1 to MEx-30, 
as the CSE/I Party did not appear before the Enquiry Officer, 
the Enquiry Officer closed the enquiry and submitted his 
enquiry report dated 28.06.1999 holding him guilty of the 
charges and Disciplinary Authority after affording 
opportunity of hearing passed the order of Dismissal from 
Service and on appeal by the I Party the Appellate Authority 
affording opportunity of hearing confirmed the order of 
the Disciplinary Authority by his order dated 20.12.1999 
and then the I party approached the ALC(C), Bellary and 
on his submission of FOC report dated 19.08.2002 this 
reference came to be made for adjudication. 

5. The I Party in his claim statement asserts that he who 
was appointed as Clerk though worked excellently, 
unblemishedly, honestly and diligently the management 
issued him a charge sheet and without affording him an 
opportunity to take the assistance of Defence 
Representative hurriedly closed the enquiry and dismissed 
him from service and on his appeal to the Disciplinary 
Authority and the Appellate Authority without considering 
his request and without giving proper and valid reasons 
dismissed his appeal and that enquiry finding being biased 
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is perverse and even otherwise the punishment of Dismissal 
imposed for such trivial alleged misconduct is 
disproportionate etc. INTER ALIA, in the counter statement 
filed by the 11 Party it is contended that the I Party was 
entrusted with the work of Special Assistant at the relevant 
point of time misappropriated the amounts of the customers 
and therefore he was issued with the charge sheet and that 
the Domestic Enquiry being conducted after affording all 
reasonable and fair opportunity finding of the Enquiry 
Officer is being based on the material placed before him, 
the same cannot be held as perverse and as the I Party did 
not avail the services of Defence Representative though 
was afforded with several opportunities and as he was not 
found fit to continue in the service being dismissed from 
service the action of the management is just and proper. 

6. After conclusion of the pleadings by raising a 
Preliminary Issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 

Party by the II Party is fair and proper?”, 

on the consent of I Party counsel marking the enquiry file 
segregated into 11 heads as Ex M-1 (DE) to Ex M-11 (DE) 
the detailed description of which are narrated in the 
annexure hearing the arguments addressed by both the 
sides, the Preliminary Issue being held in the Affirmative 
holding that the Domestic Enquiry held against the I Party 
by the II Party being fair and proper vide order dated 
16.07.2010 and then receiving the Evidence of I party on 
the point of victimization and being not gainfully employed, 
the arguments addressed by both the sides were heard on 
merits, the point that now remain for my consideration are: 

Point No. 1 : Whether the I party is able to demonstrate 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer being perverse 
necessitating the interference of this Tribunal? 

Point No. 2 : If not, whether the punishment of Dismissal 
imposed against the I party is disproportionate to the proved 
misconduct? 

Point No. 3 : What Order/Award ? 

7. It is borne out from the proceedings of the Enquiry 
Officer that on behalf of the management Sh. Prabhakar M, 
Chief Officer, Vigilance Unit, Bangalore and Sh. K K Somaiah, 
Manager, Yedrami Branch formerly working as Manager, 
Mudgal Branch being examined as MW 1 and 2 and 
MEx 1 to MEx-30 the detailed description of which are 
narrated in the annexure got exhibited and I party left the 
said evidence unchallenged either by their cross- 
examination or leading any rebuttal evidence. Further as 
submitted by the learned advocate appearing for the II 
party in the written statement submitted by the I Party 
dated 19.06.1998 exhibited as MEx-29 he has practically 
admitted both the charges levelled against him as such the 
Enquiry Officer did not commit any error in answering the 


charges being proved. Moreover the learned advocate 
appearing for the I Party failed to demonstrate how these 
findings of the Enquiry Officer could be termed or stated 
as baseless or perverse. Under the circumstances, I arrive 
at conclusion of answering the Point No. 1 in the Negative. 

8. Since as per the finding on Charge No. 1 the I Party 
who received Rs. 5,000.00 each from Sh. Nagappa and Smt. 
Subhadramma towards their respective SB Accounts and 
failed to account the same in the records of the Bank being 
a grave misconduct which disentitles him to continue in 
the bank service absolutely I find no reason to say the 
Disciplinary Authority deciding him to Dismiss him from 
Service as disproportionate or excessive to the misconduct 
proved against him. Accordingly, having arrived at 
conclusion of answering the Point No. 2 as well in the 
Negative, I pass the following 

ORDER 

The Reference is rejected holding that the action of the 
management of Syndicate Bank, Zonal Office, Gandhinagar, 
Bangalore is Justified in imposing the punishment of 
dismissal from service in respect of Shri R. Shanmukhappa, 
Ex-Clerk, Syndicate Bank, Hutti Branch, Lingasugur Taluk, 
Raichur Dist. Karnataka State w.e.f. 31.8.1999 and that he is 
not entitle for any relief. 

(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 1st January, 2015) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

ANNEXURE>I 

Witnesses examined on behalf of II Party: 

m 

Witnesses examined on behalf of I Party: 

WW 1 - R Shanmukhappa, I Party Workman 
Documents exhibited in the Domestic Enquiry: 


MEx -1 

: Certified copy of OG 14, account 

opening form in respect of SB 13418 
of Sri Nagappa 

MEx -2 

: CCofOG5ofSB13418ofSriNagappa 

MEx-3 

: Ledger sheet No. 0731026 pertaining 

to SB 13418 of Sri Nagappa 

MEx-4 

: Withdrawal slip 414130 dated 27/4/98 

for Rs. 8000/- drawn by Sri Nagappa 

MEx-5 

: Credit Slip OG73 dated 30/4/98 for 

Rs.5000/- 

MEx-6 

: Pass Book of SB 13418 of Sri Nagappa 

MEx-7 

: Certified copy of Manager’s Scroll 

dt. 27/4/1998 
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MEx-8 

MEx-9 

MEx-IO 

MEx-Il 

MEx-12 

MEx-13 
MEx -14 

MEx-15 

MEx-16 

MEx-17 

MEx-18 

MEx -19 

MEx-20 

MEx-21 

MEx-22 

MEx-23 

MEx-24 

MEx-25 

MEx-26 

MEx-27 

MEx-28 

MEx-29 


Certified copy of Manager’s Scroll dt. 
30/4/1998 

Certified copy of Manager’s Scroll dt. 
6/1/1998 

Certified copy of OG 141 in respect to 
ofSB 15070 

Certified copy of OG 5 of SB 15070 

Pas book of SB 15070 of Smt. 
Subhadramma 

Ledger SheetNo. 0245069 of SB 15070 

Certified copy of Manager’s scroll dt 
9/11/96 

Certified copy of Manager’s scroll dt. 
17/12/96 

Letter dated 20/6/1998 of Smt. 
Subhadramma 

Certified copy of OG14 I and OG 5 
pertaining to SB account of Smt. 
Rajeshwari 

Certified copy of Office Order book 
page No. 17 of Mudgal branch 

Certified copy of Attendance 
Register—January ’98 andApril ’98 

Certified copy of Attendance Register 
of Nov’96, Dec’96 and August 1997 

Certified copy of subday sheet dated 
6/1/1998 

Certified copy of subday sheet dated 
9/11/1996,17/12/1996 and 16/8/1997 

Certified copy of subday sheet dt 
27/4/1998 to 30/4/1998 

Certified copy of cheque returning 
register page 53 for the period from 
7/10/97 to 4/2/98 

Certified copy of SB ledger sheet No. 
207567 pertaining to SB 7626 of Sri R 
Shanmukappa 

Certified copy of Manager’s scroll dt 
16/8/97 

Mudgal Branch letter No. 1804-MDL/ 
STF/98 dated 17/7/1998 


MEx-30 : Letter dated 16/12/1998 of Sri R 
Shanmukappa 

Documents exhibited by consent on Domestic Enquiry 


issue: 


ExM-1 

: Office copy of the charge sheet cum 

suspension order dated 14.10.1998 

ExM-2 

: Office copy of the letter dated 

22.12.1998 

ExM-3 

: Office copy of letter of appointment 

of Enquiry Officer dated 27.01.1999 

ExM-4 

: Original Enquiry Proceedings dated 

22.03.1999 & 23.03.1999 

ExM-5 

: Original Enquiry Report dated 

28.06.1999 along with appendix of 
Evidence and list of documents marked 
in the enquiry 

ExM-6 

: Office copy of the letter dated 

13.07.1999 

ExM-7 

: Office copy of the letter dated 

12.08.1999 

ExM-8 

: Original Personal hearing of 

Disciplinary Authority dated 
27.08.1999 

ExM-9 

: Original Proceedings of the 

Disciplinary Authority dated 
31.08.1999 

ExM-10 

: Proceedings of the Appellate 

Authority 

ExM-11 

: Exhibited marked in the enquiry. 

19 2015 
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[71. ■Q:cT-12011/121/2007-311^31R (^-II)] 
New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 


Statement given by Sri K K Somaiah, 
Manager, Mudgal Branch 

Statement given hy Sri R 
Shanmukhappa, dated 19/6/98 


S.O. 1068. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 13/2008) of the Cent. Govt. 
Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Bangalore as shown 
in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
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management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12011/121/2007- IR(B-n)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIUBNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YES WANTHPUR, BANGALORE - 560 022 

DATED : 9th February, 2015 

Present: 


Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 

CRNo. 13/2008 


I Party 

The General Secretary, 
Syndicate Bank Staff 
Association, Anand 
Plaza, II Floor, 

Near Anand Rao Circle, 
BANGALORE-560 009. 


n Party 

The Regional Manager, 
Syndicate Bank, 
Regional Office, Manvi 
Building, 

No. 144, Neeligin Road, 
HUBLI. 



Appearances 

I Party 

Shri A Srinivasa Alse 

General Secretary 

II Party 

Shri Ramesh Upadhyaya 

Advocate 


4. Sh. M B Laxmeshwar (hereinafter referred as I Party) 
while working as Clerk at Laxmeshwar Branch of the 
Syndicate Bank (hereinafter referred as II Party) was served 
with charge sheet dated 27.09.2006 as under; 

“Charge Sheet 

That you are working as Clerk at Laxmeshwar Branch 
since 19.7.2004. While working as such the following 
circumstances appear against you in the matter of your 
frequent absence without leave and irregular attendance. 

1. That you are in the habit of absenting from duties at 
frequent intervals without submission of leave application 
and without sanction of leave from the competent authority 
and thereby cause great inconvenience to the functioning 
of the Branch/Bank. 


The Competent Authority has treated your following 
absence as Unauthorised with consequent cut in wages. 


SI. 

Period 



No. of 
days 

1. 

17.05.06 

to 

31.05.06 

15 

2. 

01.06.06 

to 

14.06.06 

14 

3. 

16.06.06 

to 

30.06.06 

15 

4. 

01.07.06 

to 

31.07.06 

31 

5. 

01.08.06 

to 

06.09.06 

37 


Your total unauthorized absence had reached 1344 days 
as on 6.9.2006. 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12011/121/ 
2007- 1R(B-11) dated 15.02.2008 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether, the punishment of compulsory retirement 
from service with all superannuation benefits imposed 
on Sri M B Laxmeshwar, clerk of Syndicate Bank is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
13/2008 when notices were issued to both the parties, I 
Party entered his appearance through Sh. A Srinivasa Alse, 
General Secretary, Syndicate Bank Staff Association and 
filed his claim statement on 10.02.2010 and 11 Party entered 
its appearance through Sh. Ramesh Upadhyaya, Advocate 
and filed counter statement on 19.08.2011. 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 


The above circumstances got to how that you are 
frequently absenting from duties unauthorisedly. 

II. That your services are sparingly available to the Bank 
during the period April 2006 to September 2006 (upto 
6.9.2006) and the details of your attendance are as under: 


Month No. of Days 


April 2006 

13 

May 2006 

12 

June 2006 

1 

July 2006 

Nil 

August 2006 

Nil 

September 2006 

Nil (upto 6.9.2006) 


The above circumstances go to show that you are 
highly irregular in attending the office. Your irregular 
attendance has caused great inconvenience to the 
functioning of the Bank. 

That reference is drawn to following Chargesheets/ 
Showcause Notices/Chargesheet cum Showcause Notices 
issued to you for minor misconducts of “Absence without 
leave” and “Irregular Attendance”. 
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1. Proceedings No. PRS/BGM/DGM/92/35 dated 
28.12.1992-“WARNING” 

2. Proceeding No. PRS(W)/ZOM/DGM/98/5 dated 
9.2.1998-“WARNING” 

3. Proceeding No. PRS(W)/DGM/ZOU/99/83 dated 
27.10.1999 - “WARNING” 

4. Proceedings No. PRS/ROH/RM/1/2006 dated 
26.6.2006 - “WARNING” 

That inspite of ample opportunities given to you, you 
continue to violate the leave rules and absented from duties 
at frequent intervals unauthorisedly. 

The above circumstances got to show that you have 
been absenting from duties unauthorisedly at frequent/ 
regular intervals without submission of leave application 
and without sanction of leave from the competent authority 
and violated the leave rules. Your said acts are highly 
objectionable and amount to misconduct under the 
provisions of Bipartite Settlement. 

In terms of Clause No. 5(f) of Bipartite Settlement dated 
10.4.2002 habitual doing of any act which amounts to minor 
misconduct will become a gross misconduct if the same 
misconduct is committed on three previous occasions and 
awarded with punishments. The details furnished in the 
earlier paras show that the Bank initiated Disciplinary 
Authority against you for the minor misconducts of 
“Absence without leave” and “Irregular Attendance” on 
above occasions and awarded punishments. 

I. Therefore for your absence without leave (as referred 
above), you are charged with the commission of gross 
misconduct of “Habitual doing of acts of absence without 
leave” vide Cl. No. 5(f) of the Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 10.4.2002. 

II. For your irregular attendance (as referred above), 
you are charged with the commission of gross misconduct 
of “Habitual doing of acts of irregular attendance” vide 
clause No. 5(f) of the Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10.4.2002. 

The documents in support of the above charges are 
listed in the Annexure and their copies are enclosed. 

You are requested to submit your written statement of 
defence within 15 days of receipt of this Chargesheet. 

Yours faithfully, 
Sd/- 

(VUAYSPRABHU) 
Asst. General Manager/ 
Disciplinary Authority” 

being not satisfied with the reply of the I Party the 
Disciplinary Authority appointing Sh. RP Yaji as Enquiry 
Officer and Sh. K S Surya Prakash as Presenting Officer 


ordered him to face the Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry 
Officer while securing the presence of the CSE who 
appeared along with Sh. A Srinivasa Alse, General Secretary, 
SBSA as Defence Representative after observing the 
formalities of preliminary hearing receiving the evidence of 
Sh. H A Kharate as MW 1 for management and exhibiting 
Attendance register of Laxmeshwar Branch for the period 
April 2006 to September 2006; staff card of Sh. M B 
Laxmeshwar for the year 2006; Ltr. No. 136/1215/UAA/2006 
dated 25.05.2006 of Laxmeshwar Branch; Ltr. No. 168/1215/ 
UAA/2006 dated 19.06.2006 of Laxmeshwar Branch; Ltr. 
No. 210/1215AJAA/2006 dated 20.07.2006 of Laxmeshwar 
Branch; Ltr. No. 333/1215/UAA12006 dated 06.09.2006 of 
Laxmeshwar Branch; proceedings No. PRS/BGM/DGM/92/ 
35 dt. 28.12.1992; proceedings No. PRS(W)/ZOM/DGM/ 
98/5 dt. 09.02.1998; proceedings No. PRS(W)/ZOU/DGM/ 
99/83 dt. 27.10.1999; and proceedings No. PRS/ROH/RM/ 
1/2006 dt. 26.06.2006 as MEx 1 to 10 and the statement of 
the CSE /I Party concluding the enquiry receiving the 
written briefs of both the sides submitted his enquiry report 
dated 06.02.2007 all charges are being proved. Then the 
Disciplinary Authority while affording the opportunity of 
hearing imposed the punishment of Compulsory Retirement 
from Service with superannuation benefits and without 
disqualification for future employment and on appeal the 
Appellate Authority as well giving an opportunity of 
hearing confirmed the order of the Disciplinary Authority 
and dismissed the appeal, then the I Party approached the 
ALC(C), Bangalore and as he submitted FOC dated 
19.11.2007 it resulted in this reference. 

5. The I Party in his claim statement without disputing 
he remaining absent for the relevant period covered in the 
charge sheet contending that since his son is Polio striken 
and ailing to attend him to get medical treatment he was to 
remain absent and same being minor the punishment of 
warning being inflicted in 1992,1998,1999 and early part of 
2006, similar punishment for the alleged absence for the 
latter part of 2006 also ought to have been inflicted and the 
punishment of Compulsory Retirement from service 
imposed is excessive and prayed for direction to reinstate 
him with full backwages, continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. INTER ALIA, the II Party opposed 
the claim of the I Party contending that since he had made 
a habit to remain unauthorised absent without applying 
for leave causing inconvenience in the functioning of the 
bank transactions and inspite of viewing leniently on several 
occasions since he did nolt improve the punishment of 
compulsory retirement being imposed there is no need to 
interfere in the same. 

6. As usual a Preliminary Issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 

Party by the II party is fair and proper” 

was raised and as the authorised representative of the I 
Party filed a Memo conceding the fairness of the Domestic 
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Enquiry with further request to permit him to lead evidence 
on victimization the said issue came to be answered in the 
affirmative i.e. Domestic Enquiry being fair and proper on 
12.12.2011 and thereafter the Authorised Representative 
of the I party taking several adjournments to lead evidence 
on victimization ultimately on 12.06.2012 submitted that he 
has no evidence on victimization and may be posted for 
arguments. Accordingly, when the matter was posted for 
arguments the authorised representative of the I party filed 
his written arguments practically reiterating the assertions 
made in the claim statement and II party counsel submitted 
his oral arguments supporting the punishment imposed. 

7. In view of the facts narrated by me above since the I 
party has not disputed his absence for the period covered 
in the charge sheet and failed to substantiate having applied 
any kind of leave either before proceeding on leave or after 
resuming to duty the said absences have to be treated as 
unauthorised absences, and as such intermittent absences 
were frequent and on four occasions though it was viewed 
leniently by warning since he did not improve in his 
regularity in attending the duties and again in the latter 
part of 2006 he remained absent 15 days in the month of 
May, 29 days in the month of June, full month of July, 
August and six days in the month of September it do 
suggest that practically he had no mind to continue in 
service which also definitely, must have affected the 
functioning of the Bank Branch where he was serving as 
such absolutely, I have no reason the II party management 
treating it as gross misconduct as defined under clause 
No. 5(f) of Memorandum of Settlement wdated 10.04.2002 
of habitually remaining unauthorised absence and imposing 
the punishment of compulsory retirement. Under the 
circumstances, I have no reason to interfere in the 
punishment of compulsory retirement imposed against the 
I party workman. In the result, I pass the following 

ORDER 

The reference is rejected holding that the punishment 
of compulsory retirement from service with all 
superannuation benefits imposed on Sri M B Laxmeshwar, 
Clerk of Syndicate Bank is legal and justified and that he is 
not entitle for any relief. 


aw (3/2010) ^ y-jiiRid 

14.05.2015 I 

|Ti° ■Q:5T-12012/88/2009-3n|31R (^-II)] 

New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1069. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 03/2010) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court-Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
14/05/2015. 


[No. L-12012/88/2009-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFDRETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
ENDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESWANTHPUR, BANGALORE-560 022. 

DATED I6th APRIL 2015 

Present: 


Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 03/2010 


I Party 

Smt. Selve Purushotham, 
W/o Shri Purushotham, 
No. 13,14th B Cross, 
Seshadri Rd, 

Chinnappa Gdn, 

Benson Town, 
Bengaluru-560 046 

Appearances: 


nParty 

The Chief Manager 
(Disciplinary Authority), 
Punjab National Bank, 
Circle Office, Raheja 
Towers, 26-27, 

M G Road, 
Bengaluru-560 001 


I Party : Sh. Muralidhara, 

Advocate 

II Party Sh. T R K Prasad, 

Advocate 


(Dictated to U D C, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 9th Eebmary 2015) 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

19 2015 

^.311. 1069.— 3ikini=b srMwi, 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) ^ mn 17 ^ 

^ ^ TTO Pi41'4<+1 3fk ^ #4 

-prifEj 3il4iini4i mqn slklPicb 


AWARD 

1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12012/88/ 
2009-IR (B-II) Dated 18.01.2010 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
National Bank, Bangalore in discharging Smt. Selvi 
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Purashottam, Ex-clerk cum Cashier w.e.f. 09.11.2005 
is legal and justified? What relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
03/2010 when notices were issued to both the parties, they 
entered their appearance through their respective 
advocates and I Party filed claim statement on 26.05.2010, 
whereas, II Party filed its counter statement on 22.11.2010. 

3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

4. Smt. Selvi Purushottaman (hereinafter referred as I 
Party) while working as Clerk at Punjab National Bank, 
Indiranagar Branch (hereinafter referred as II Party) was 
issued with charge sheet dated 21.07.2004 as under: 

“Charge Sheet 

While you were working as Clerk-cum-Cashier at BO: 
Indiranagar, Bangalore, you are alleged to have committed 
following major misconduct. 

1. You unauthorisedly removed the title deeds and other 
documents, in respect of immovable property located at 
site No. 11, new Municipal No. 13,14th B cross, Chinnappa 
Garden, Seshadri Road, Bangalore 560 046, deposited by 
you on 17.06.03 with an intention to create equitable 
mortage for the housing loan sanctioned by Regional Office 
on 09.06.03 to the extent of Rs. 4.50 lacs and additional 
housing loan of Rs. 3.00 lacs on 04.09.03. 

a) It is further reported that you have executed a General 
Power of Attoney on 18.08.03 III favour of one Shri Vanaraj. 
S/o. Late Shri E. Narasimhulu Naidu residing at No. 220, 
MM Road, Cox Town Road, Bangalore-560005 appointing 
him as your true and lawful attorney to enter into any 
agreement to lease, to sell or otherwise transfer, to conveyor 
otherwise dispose off the properly, vesting him with all 
powers to deal with the above property. You have executed 
this General Power of Attorney with ulterior motive, when 
EM on the said property has already been created in the 
bank’s book on 17.06.03 for the housing loan availed by 
you from the bank. 

b) During October 2003, while taking physical stock of 
all the title deeds at the branch, it was found that title 
deeds and other documents deposited by you are missing. 
The bank registered a memorandum of deposit of title deeds 
with the sub Registrar Office, Gandhinagar on 07.11.03 in 
respect of said property and also issued paper publication 
on 13.11.03 in a local daily “Vijay Karnataka” in this regard. 
You have submitted a letter dated 06.11.03 to the bank, 
authorizing to debit charges for registration of the 
memorandum of deposit and paper publication to your 
account. You have also given an undertaking to accept the 
certified copies of title deeds in lieu of original on full 
adjustment of your housing loan account. 


c) It is further reported that on 16.12.03, Shri Vanaraj, 
Power of Attorney holder executed a sale deed in favour of 
one Smt. Radhamma, residing at No. 220, MM Road, Cox 
Town Bangalore-5, alienating the said property for a sale 
consideration of Rs. 4.50 lacs. 

Thus, you have defrauded the bank by unauthorizedly 
removing title deeds and other documents deposited with 
the bank by you and alienated the property through the 
GPA holder for sale consideration, when you have already 
deposited said title deeds and other documents with an 
intention to create EM for the Housing Loan availed by 
you and knowing fully well that the bank has registered 
memorandum of deposit of title deeds with the Sub 
Registrar’s Office, Gandhinagar, Bangalore for the said 
property after the same has been reported as lost by the 
branch. 

2. You have withdrawn cash through PNB ATM as per 
details given below, without maintaining adequate credit 
balance in the deposit accounts or making proper 
arrangement in your COD account, thus you have 
misutilised the said facility for your personal gains. 


Date of 
Transaction 

Withdrawal No. 

Amount 

Date when 

A/c 

debited 

25.10.03 

7008,7009,7044,7045 

10000 

11.11.03 

04.11.03 

7183,7184 

5000 

11.11.03 

03.11.03 

7136,7137 

5000 

11.11.03 

06.11.03 

7210,7211 

5000 

11.11.03 

11.11.03 

7279,7280 

5000 

19.11.03 


TOTAL 

30000 



3. You have availed suspense advance of Rs. 4500/- on 
01.08.03 to attend CBS Training Programme at Mumbai from 
10.09.03 to 20.09.03. Further, you did not attend training 
programme and adjusted the suspense entry on 8.9.03. You 
have again availed another suspense advance of Rs. 4500/- 
on 3.10.03 for attending training from 27.10.03 to 7.011.03 at 
RSC, Belapur, Mumbai. Further you have neither booked 
tickets nor attended the training programme, thus, you 
misutilised bank’s funds for your personal gains. 

4. You have availed non-refundable PE loan of Rs. 
1,03,700/- from the bank during February, 2003 for purchase 
of a site at Plot No. 34, Khatha No. 121/5/49/2 New 
Manjunatha Layout, Rammurthy Nagar, Bangalore-16: 
However, you have not deposited title deeds of the said 
property despite reminder from the Senior Manager, BO: 
Indiranagar Bangalore, whereas, you have availed a loan 
from ICICI Bank against the said property without obtaining 
prior permission from the bank. 
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5. It is observed from your SF Account No. 107948 and 
COD No. 11301, maintained at BO: Indiranagar Bangalore 
for the period 01.01.03 to 22.10.03 that the total debit 
summations are at Rs. 642248/- and Rs. 333496/- respectively 
against your take home pay of Rs. 7600/- to Rs. 8500/-, on 
monthly average and further it is observed that cheques 
are being issued to various finanical institutions towards 
your financial commitments, which is beyond the known 
means of your income. 

Your above acts tantamount to major misconduct in 
terms of Para 5(j) of Memorandum of Settlement dated 
10.04.02. 

You are hereby advised to submit your comments within 
7 days on receipt of this letter, failing which, it will be 
presumed that you have nothing to submit in your defence 
and appropriate action, as deemed fit will be initiated against 
you in terms of provisions of Memorandum of Settlement 
dated 10.04.02 without any further communication to you. 

Sd/- 

Disciplinary Authority and 
Senior Regional Manager” 

5. The I Party gave her reply dated 28.07.2004 and being 
not satisfied with the reply the Disciplinary Authority while 
appointing Sh. A.K. Munshi as Enquiry Officer and 
Sh. L V Nayak as Presenting Officer asked the I party to 
face Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry Officer while securing 
the presence of both the parties after observing the 
formalities of preliminary hearing receiving the evidence of 
Sh. N Jayaprakash as MW 1 exhibiting Ex-1 to Ex-31 and 
Ex D-1 to Ex D-22 by consent the detailed description of 
which are narrated in the Annexure after submission of 
written brief by both the sides submitted his report dated 
09.05.2005 charges as proved. Then the Disciplinary 
Authority affording opportunity of hearing to CSE imposed 
punishment of Discharge from Service by order dated 
17.12.2005, on appeal by thel Party to the Appellate 
Authority, the Appellate Authority confirmed the order of 
the Disciplinary Authority vide order dated 18.04.2006 and 
then the I Party approached ALC (C), Bangalore in 
conciliation and as it ended in failure vide his report dated 
20.10.2009 it resulted in this reference. 

6. Having regard to certain allegations made in the claim 
statement touching the fairness of the Domestic Enquiry 
while raising a Preliminary Issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I 
Party by the II Party is fair and proper?” 

after receiving the evidence adduced by both the sides the 
said issue has been ansered in the affirmative i.e., the 
Domestic Enquiry conducted by the II Party is fair and 
proper by order dated 07.09.2012. Thereafter, when the 
matter was posted for Evidence of I party on the point of 


Victimization and being not gainfully employed counsel 
for I Party while filing the affidavit of I Party examining her 
on oath as WW 1 (V) got marked copies of death certificate 
dated 09.11.2011 in respect of her husband; judgement 
dated 08.12.2009 in OS No. 8588/2004 passed by XII Addl. 
City Civil & Session fudge. Bangalore; judgement dated 
08.01.2010 in OS No. 7271/2004 passed by XII Addl. City 
Civil Judge, Bangalore; application filed by I Party seeking 
information under RTI Act; Original letter dated 27.12.2012 
issued by CPIO, PNB and cross-examined by counsel for 
II Party and as counsel for II Party submitted that he has 
no evidence to lead on the said point and when the matter 
was posted for arguments counsel for both sides addressed 
their oral arguments. 

7. Since the Domestic Enquiry conducted by the II 
Party against the I Party has been held as Fair and Proper 
by order dated 11.08.2011, the points that now arises for 
my consideration are: 

POINT No. I : Whether the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
Charge Nos. 1 to 5 are proved is perverse? 

POINT No. II : If not, whether the punishment imposed 
is disproportionate to the misconduct proved against the I 
Party? 

POINT No. Ill : What Order/Award? 

8. On appreciation of the charges with the evidence 
brought on record in the Domestic Enquiry by the 
management and I Party and the one brought on record by 
the I Party while leading evidence on the point of 
victimization and being not gainfully employed with the 
arguments put forward by the learned advocates appearing 
for both the sides, my finding on Point No. I is in the 
Affirmative, Point Nos. II and III as per final Order for the 
following 

REASONS 

9. According to Charge No. 1 the I Party who had availed 
housing loan to the tune of Rs. 4.50 lacs creating equitable 
mortgage by way of deposit of title deeds of her immovable 
property located at Site No. 11, New Municipal No. 13,14th 
Cross, Chinnappa Garden, Seshadri Road, Bangalore on 
17.6.2003 and later availed additional housing loan on 
Rs. 3 lacs on 04.09.2003 and during October 2003 while 
taking physical stock of all the little deeds of the branch as 
it was found that the title deeds and other documents 
deposited by her were missing the bank registered a 
Memorandum of deposit of title deeds with Sub Registrar 
Office, Gandhinagar on 07.11.2003 in respect of the said 
property and also issued paper publication in local daily 
Vijaya Karnataka and that I Party inspite of the same with 
an intention to dispose off the property executed a General 
Power of Attorney on 18.08.2003 in favour of Sh. Vanraj, 
S/o Late E Narasimhulu Naidi appointing him as her true 
and lawfull attorney to enter into any agreement to lease, 
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to sell or otherwise to transfer to convey or dispose off the 
property vesting him with all the powers to deal with the 
above property and manage to execute the sale deed in 
favour of Smt. Radhamma through Registerd Sale Deed 
dated 16.12.2003. The I Party without disputing availing of 
the initial loan of Rs. 4.50 lacs and additional loan of Rs. 3 
lacs on 04.09.2003 by creating equitable mortgage on her 
propety bearing Site No. 11, New Municipal No. 13, 14th 
B Cross, Chinnappa Garden, Seshadri Road, Bangalore - 
560 046 by way of deposit of title deeds and later when 
the little deeds were said to have been found missing 
registering Memorandum of Deposit of title deeds with the 
Sub-Registrar Office, Gandhinagar on 07.11.2003 as well as 
Paper Publication on 13.11.2003 being made denied removal 
of title deeds and other documents by her as well as 
execution of General Power of Attorney in favour of Sh. 
Vanraj further contending that she who had borrowed a 
sum of Rs. 25,000.00 from Sh. Vanraj in the year 1999 was 
since not able to repay the same he initially had taken her 
signature on some blank cheques also later obtained her 
signautre on blank paper and by creating a false and 
fabricated General Pwoer of Attorney in his favour executed 
the alleged sale deed dated 16.12.2003 in favour of Smt. 
Radhamma who is other than his own wife and managed to 
file a suit through her in OS No. 7271/2004 and that he has 
also managed to receive the title deeds of her property 
deposited with the bank in connivance with the Branch 
Manager of the Bank Sh. Jayaprakash who has been 
examined as MW 1 in the enquiry. The similar defence was 
pur forward by the I Party in the suit filed by Smt. Radhamma 
in OS No. 7271/2004 on the file of XH Addl. City Civil Judge, 
Bangalore and the Hon’ble Court appreciating the evidence 
adduced by both the sides fully agreeing with the defence 
put forward by I Party dismissed her suit through 
Judgement dated 08.01.2010 the certified copy of which 
has been produced at Ex W- 3(v). It is pertinent to note that 
the II Party bank after coming to know the filing of suit by 
Smt. Radhamma in OS No. 7271/2004 had filed a Suit against 
the I Party in OS No. 8588/2004 on the file of XII Addl. City 
Civil and Sessions Judge, Bangalore for a preliminary decree 
against the I Party for recovery of the dues against her 
Home loan and for sale of mortgaged propety towards 
recovery of the same and that suit was also disposed off 
by the Hon’ble XII Add. City Civil and Sessions Judge on 
the same day of disposal of suit in OS No. 7271/2004 filed 
by Smt. Radhamma and decreed that suit. In view of a 
peculiar defence put forward by the I Party in respect of 
the alleged General Power of Attorney dated 18.08.2003 in 
favour of Sh. Vanraj, in the Domestic Enquiry the 
management ought to have lead any direct or cicumstantial 
evidence to prove execution of such General Power of 
Attorney in his favour as well as the allegation of removal 
of title deeds by the I Party herself towards creating 
equitable mortgage but no such evidence being on record. 


only because Smt. V Radhamma had alleged in her plaint 
that she was furnished with original title deeds of the 
property by the I Party the Enquiry Officer ought not to 
have believed such fact. It is borne out from the Judgement 
of the XII addl. City civil judge in the suit filed by Smt. V 
Radhamma against the I Party the Hon’ble Court having 
regard to the defence put forward by I Party while raising 
along with other issues two specific issues i.e. issue Nos. 
4 and 5 as whether the defendant i.e. I Party proves that 
she has taken loan of Rs. 25000.00 from the Plaintiff and her 
husband? Whether defendant proves that she is owner of 
the scheduled property while accepting the plea put forward 
by the defendant I Party answered those issues in the 
Affirmative and ultimately dismissed that suit. When as 
admitted by MW 1 Sh. Jayaprakash, Branch Manager the 
documents were kept in Joint Custody and somewhere 
doing September 2003 when physical checking of tilte deed 
were done the title deeds of the I Party being missing when 
admittedly these documents were in the joint safe custody 
of MW 1 and another officer absolutely there is no direct 
of circumstantial evidence to believe the allegation agianst 
the I Party that the same were removed by here. Therefore, 
the finding of Enquiry Officer the I Party by removing the 
title deeds of her property deposited with the bank executed 
the General Power of Attorney in favour of Sh. Vanraj and 
managed to sell the property under those title deeds in 
favour of his wife Smt. Radhamma is baseless and perverse. 
Hence, accoroding to me the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
charge no. 1 has been proved is perverse. 

10. According to Charge No. 1 the I Party without 
maintaining adequate credit balance in the deposit accounts 
or making proper arrangement in COD account drawn a 
sum of Rs. 10000,5000,5000,5000 and 5000 on 25.01.2003, 
04.11.2003, 03.11.2003, 06.11.2003 and 11.11.2003 
respectively through its ATM. I fail to understand how 
this fact even assuming that I Party without balance in her 
account drawn the alleged among through ATM how it 
amounts to misconduct on her part. Though the I Party 
happens to be the employee of the II Party bank as any 
other bank customer having a ATM facility swiped her 
ATM for particular amount and it dispensed that amount 
how can it be attributed to her that she knowingly that she 
had no balance in her account having taken that money. If 
at all there was no balance in the Account of the I Party and 
even her withdrawal had exceeded for COD limit the ATM 
ought not to have dispensed the amount. Even assuming 
that she had no balance in her account and she had also 
reached the COD limit it is the fault of the ATM machine to 
dispense the amount asked for by swiping her ATM Debit 
Card and on coming to know the same fault having occurred 
the bank is at liberty to recover the amount and in my 
opinion this fact of overdrawing the amount cannot be 
attributed with any intention or misconduct on the part of 
the I Party. Hence only becuase the I Party admitted these 
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withdrawals alleged in this charge the charge cannot be 
held proved for misconduct. Even either in the charge sheet 
or in the counter statement it is high lighted under what 
rules of the Bank this alleged act on the part of the I Party 
amounts to grave misconduct under Para 5(j) of the 
Memorandum of Settlement. Under the circumstances, the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer charge No. 2 has been proved 
is perverse. 

11. As per Charge No. 3 I Party had availed suspense 
advance of Rs. 4,500.00 on 01.08.2003 to attend CBS training 
programme at Mumbai from 01.09.2003 to 20.09.2003 and 
did not attend that training programme and adjusted the 
suspense advance on 08.09.2003 and again availed another 
suspense advance of Rs. 4500.00 on 03.10.2003 for 
attending training from 27.10.2003 to 07.11.2003 at RSC, 
Belapur, Mumbai and did not attend that training as well. 
Her reply to this charge is that due to her husband’s ill 
health she could not attend the training and had requested 
the Senior Manager to debit her account and adjust the 
entry and Mr. H R Prabhu, Cashier was nominated in her 
place to attend the training and that she was not aware of 
the fact that suspense entry was outstanding as she was 
posted at HAL extension counter. However, the suspense 
entries stand adjusted in normal course. Since this fact is 
not contraverted by the management by leading any 
evidence and only because after availing advance she did 
not attend the training it is not a ground to attribute any 
misconduct on her part because such amount is recoverable. 
In this regard as well neither in the charge sheet or counter 
statement it is highlighed how the act on the I Party violated 
any conduct rules amounting to major misconduct as per 
Para 5(j) of memorandum of settlement the finding of the 
Enquiry Officer this charge is also proved is baseless and 
perverse. Hence, according to me the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer charge No. 3 has been proved in perverse. 

12. As far as Charge No. 4 I Party had availed non- 
refundable PE Laon of Rs. 103700 from the bank for purchage 
of plot at Site No. 34, Khata No. 121/4/49/2 new Manjunath 
Layout, Rammurthy Nagar, Bangalore-16 and did not deposit 
the title deeds of the property despite reminder from the 
Senior Manager and availed a loan from ICICI Bank against 
the property without obtaining prior permission from the 
Bank. As far as this charge is concerned the I Party has 
admitted availment of non-refundable loan from PF 
department for purchage of site and contended that as the 
said PF loan was not sufficient to meet the cost of the site 
she availed laon from ICICI bank for purchage of the site 
and same was brought to the notice of the Senior Manager 
and later since she got a different property in the heart of 
the city and within the eligible amount of the Staff Scheme 
she requested the authorities to sanction loan to built 
house and for repairs and renovations, which the authorities 
were kind enough in sanctioning the loan and that the site 


which was purchased out of the PF amount was given as 
security to ICICI Bank and not for any other speculative 
purpose. This defence of the I Party also being not rebutted 
and niether in the charge sheet nor in the counter statement 
it is highlighted how the act on the I Party violated any 
conduct rules amounting to major misconduct as per Para 
5(j) of memorandum of settlement the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer this charge is also proved is baseless and perverse. 

13. According to Charge No. 5 in her SF account 
No. 107948 and COD No. 11301 maintained at BO: 
Indiranagar Bangalore for the period 01.01.2003 to 
21.01.2003 it was observed the total debit summation was 
Rs. 642248.00 and Rs. 333496.00 respectively against her 
take home of Rs. 7600 to Rs. 8500 and cheques are being 
issued to various financial institutions to her financial 
commitments being the beyond known means of income. 
In respect of this charge I Party claims that as her husband 
was chronic patient with multi health problems and she 
was also an acute asthamtic patient certain amounts were 
availed from outside sources and were repaid through her 
account without any deliberate intention on her part to 
misuse the channel. The Enquiry Officer on management 
producing the statement of her SF Account at Ex E-18 
observing that since it indicates that her income for the 
period for 01.01.2003 to 21.01.2003 is approximately Rs. 80000 
whereas the debit summation is Rs. 642248.00 and 
Rs. 333496.00 cheques were drawn in favour Sriram Chits, 
Deepak Sahakari Bank, AFSI Pvt. Ltd, Citibank Credit Card, 
Motilal Sahayani, T E hotel Industrialist Co-Op Bank Ltd., 
HSBC Credit Card, Vinod Cringe, SBI Credit Card, Standard 
Chartered Bank Credit Card, etc., it proves that CSE/I Party 
was in deep financial problems and her financial 
commitments were beyond known means of income as such 
held this charge as proved. As far as this charge is also 
concerned neither in the charge sheet nor in the counter 
statement it is highlighted how this act on her part amounts 
to violation of any rules of the Bank and amounts to major 
misconduct as para 5(j) of MOS. Hence, according to me 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer charge No. 5 has been 
proved is perverse. 

14. In view of the above discussion I am of the opinion 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer charge Nos. 1 to 5 
are proved do not sustain. Since on the basis of such 
finding the Disciplinary Authroity has imposed the 
punishment of discharge from service and same is upheld 
by the Appellate Authroity they also do not sustain. Since 
the evidence of the I Party that she is not gainfully 
employed after her discharge from service being not 
rebutted by any direct or circumstantial evidence and she 
is imposed with such punishment of discharged from 
service for no fault of her she is entitle for reinstatement 
with full backwages, continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. In the result, I pass the following 
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ORDER 

The action of the management of Punjab National Bank, 
Bangalore in discharging Smt. Selvi Purushottam, Ex-clerk- 
cum Cashier w.e.f. 09.11.2005 is not legal and justified and 
that she is entitle for Reinstatement with full backwages, 
continuity of Service and other consequential benefits that 
she would have received in the absence of her discharge 
from service. 


S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

Aimexure-I 

Documents exhibited on behalf of the Management in 
Domestic Enquiry 

Ex-1 : Criminal compliant filed by Smt. Selvi 

Purshotaman in PCR No. 301/2004 

Ex-2 : Legal notice dated 10.07.2004 issued 

to Smt. V. Radhamma by Bank’s 
Advocate 


Ex-14 

Ex-15 

Ex-16 

Ex-17 

Ex-18 

Ex-19 


GPAdtd. 18.8.2003 executed by Smt. 
Selvi Purushotam in favour of Mr. 
Vanaraj 

Plaint copy of OS No. 727/2004 filed 
by Smt. Radhamma against Smt. Selvi 
Purushotaman in the Court of City 
Civil Judge Bangalore 

Lease Agreement dtd. 15.04.2004 
exected by Smt. Selvi in favour of Mr. 
A. J. Susairaj and Mr. Celina 

Office Order No. 66/2002 dated 
04.11.2002 

Statement of SB Account No. 107948 
in respect of CSE 

OD Account Statement in respect of 
CSE 


Ex-3 

Ex4 

Ex-5 

Ex-6 


Ex-7 

Ex-8 

Ex-9 

Ex-10 

Ex-11 

Ex-12 

Ex-13 


The Deed Register for creating EM to 
property EM of property dtd. 
17.06.2003 and 06.09.2003 

Letter dated 21.10.2003 issued by 
Senior Manager to CSE 

Leave Record in respect of CSE 

Letter of authority dtd. 06.11.2003 from 
Smt. Selvi Purushotaman addressed 
to Senior Manager, BO, Indiranagar 
to debit charges towards 
Memorandum of Deposit Title Deed 
and publication in newspaper 

Memorandum of Deposit of Title Deed 
dtd. 07.11.2003 

Paper publication dtd. 13.11.2003 in 
“Vijay Karnataka” 

Letter dated 20.11.2003 issued by 
Senior Manager to CSE 

Letter dated 07.02.2004 issued by 
Senior Manager to CSE 

Reply to CSE dated Nil addressed to 
Senior Manager to his letters dated 
21.10.2003,20.11.2003 and 07.02.2004 

Letter dtd. 10.06.2004 of Smt. V. 
Radhamma addressed to Asstt. 
General Manager of the Bank 

Sale Deed dated 16.12.2003 executed 
by Sri N Vanaraj Power of Attorney 
holder on behalf of Smt. Selvi 
Purushotam in favour of Smt. V. 
Radhamma for sale consideration of 
Rs. 4,50,000.00 


Ex-20 


Ex-21 


Ex-22 


Ex-23 


Ex-24 


Ex-25 


Ex-26 


Ex-27 


Ex-28 


Ex-29 


Ex-30 


Loan application from dated 23.01.2003 
in respect of CSE 

Encumbrance certificate dtd. 
15.09.2004 

Sale Deed dated 16.12.2003 executed 
by Sri N. Vanaraj Power of Attorney 
holder on behalf of Smt. Selvi 
Purushotam in favour of Smt. V. 
Radhamma for sale consideration of 
Rs. 4,50,000.00 

Khata endorsement dtd. 23.12.2003 in 
the name of Smt. V. Radhamma 

Tax paid receipt dtd. 02.04.2004 in the 
name of Smt. V. Radhamma 

Encumbrance certificate dtd. 
29.12.2003 

State Deed dated 13.06.2003 executed 
by Smt. Balkhis Begum in favour of 
Smt. Selvi Purushotaman 

Sanction plan dated 18.08.2003 

Agreement of sale dtd. 18.08.2003 
executed by Smt. Selvi Purushotaman 
in favour of Smt. V. Radhamma for sale 
consideration of Rs. 4,50,000.00 

GPA dtd. 18.08.2003 executed by 
Smt.Selvi Purushotaman in favour of 
Mr. Vanaraj 

Copies of notice dtd. 08.06.2004 
issued to BESCOM and BWSSB by 
Smt. V. Radhamma 
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Ex-31 : Endorsement dtd. 19.06.2004 issued 

by BESCOM to Smt. V. Radhamma 

Documents exhibited on behalf of the CSE in Domestic 


Enquiry 


Ex-1 

: Xeroxcopy of ED dtd. 13.08.2004 

Ex-2 

: Xerox copy of electricity bill dtd. 

18.09.2004 

Ex-3 

: Xerox copy of agreement of sale 

executed by Smt. Balkhis Begum in 
favour of Mr. Peter Rosario 

Ex4 

: Xerox copy of agreement of sale deed 

executed on 23.05.2003 by Sri Peter 
Rosario in favour of Smt. Selvi 

Purushotaman 

Ex-5 

: Xerox copy of sale deed dtd. 27.0.1978 

executed by Sri M. K. Seshadri in 
favour of Balkhiz Begum 

Ex-6 

: Xerox copy of sale deed dtd. 

26.11.1943 executed by Sri Michael in 
favour of Smt. Ramakka 

Ex-7 

: Xerox copy of sale deed dtd. 

13.06.1951 executed by Sri Michael in 
favour of Smt. Ramakka 

Ex-8 

: Xerox copy of sale deed hearing No. 

3014/2003-04 executed hy Smt. Balkhis 
Begum in favour of Smt. Selvi 
Purushotaman 

Ex-9 

: Xerox copy of Khata dtd. 26.02.2003 

in the name of Smt. Selvi 

Purushotaman 

Ex-10 

: Xerox copy of tax receipt dtd. 

11.06.2003 in the name of Bhalkis 
Begum 

Ex-11 

: Xerox copy ofEC dtd. 29.01.2003 EC 

dtd. 20.10.2003 ED dtd. 19.12.2003 and 

ED dtd. 13.08.2004 

Ex-12 

: Xerox copy of approved plan dtd. 

18.08.2003 issued by BMP 

Ex-13 

: Xerox copy of police complaint dtd. 

03.06.2004 

Ex-14 

: Xerox copy of FIR dtd. 03.06.2004 

against Sri Vanaraj filed by Smt. Selvi 

Ex-15 

: Xerox copy of complaint dtd. 

03.06.2004 against Sri Vanaraj 
addressed to Inspector, JC Nagar, 
Bangalore and acknowledgement of 



inspector of Police dtd. 17.06.2004 and 
22.07.2004 

Ex-16 

: Xerox copy of BESCOM electricity 

meter sanctioned receipt dtd. 
18.07.2004 in the name of Smt. Selvi 

Ex-17 

: Xerox copy of Electricity bill dtd. 

18.10.2004 in the name of Smt. Selvi 

Ex-18 

: Statement of houseing loan a/c of Smt. 

Selvi 

Ex-19 

: Acknowledgement from bank dated 

21.06.2003 for having deposited 
original titled deeds dtd. 17.06.2003 

Ex-20 

: Copy of Khata dtd 27.06.2003 

Ex-21 

: Acknowledgement dtd. 10.06.2004 

addressed to Smt. Selvi by BESCOM 

Ex-22 

: Copy of water supply bill dtd. 

06.01.2005. 
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New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1070. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 02/2008) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Banglore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Vijaya Bank and their workmen, received 
by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/107/2007-IR(B-n)] 

RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
YESHWANTHPUR, BANGALORE-560 022 

Dated : 9th April, 2015 

PRESENT : Shri S. N. NAVALGUND 

Presiding Officer 

CRNo. 02/2008 
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IParty 

Sri V.C. Augustine, 

Door No. 16-63/3, 
Jayashree Gate, Kulshekar, 
Mangalore-575 005. 

Appearances: 


n Party 

The Deputy General Manager, 
VijayaBank, 

Head Office, M.G Road, 
Bengaluru-560 001. 


I Party Shri K. M. Paul, 

Advocate 

II Party Shri B. C. Prahhakar, 

Advocate 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide Order No. L-12012/107/ 
2007-IR(B-II) dated 31.01.2008 in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 has made 
this reference for adjudication with following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


“Whether the punishment of dismissal of Sri V. C. 
Augustine, clerk by the management of Vijaya Bank 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference while registering it in C R 
02/2008 when notices were issued to both the sides. I Party 
entered his appearance through Sh. K. M.Paul, Advocate 
and filed his claim statement on 28.03.2008 and II Party 
entered its appearance through Shri. B. C. Prahhakar, 
advocate and files its counter statement on 25.08.2010. 

3. The brief facts leading to this case are as under. 

4. Sh. V C Augustine (hereinafter referred as I Party) 
while serving as Clerk at Vidyanagar branch of Vijaya Bank 
(hereinafter referred as II Party) was served with charge 
sheet dated 02.01.2006 as under: 

“Charge Sheet 

You were working as Clerk at Bank’s Vidyanagar Branch, 
Hubli from 30.05.2003 till the date of your suspension from 
the services of the Bank on 20.07.2005. 


During you tenure as above, you were entrusted with 
the duties of Single Window Operator at the branch. While 
working as Single Window Operator at the branch, you are 
alleged to have committed serious lapses/irregularities such 
as misappropriation of customer’s money by using the 
withdrawal slips by forging the signature of the customers 
and not entering the withdrawal slip numbers to the 
computer. 

The modus operandi adopted by you in connection 
with the above mentioned fraudulent transactions at 


Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli and the details of other 
irregularities allegedly committed by you are furnished 
hereunder: 

1. On 17.06.2005, a customer of the branch, Shri K. 
Prabhakaran, who was maintaining SB A/c No. 23556 and 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 15,000/- by using a withdrawal 
slip bearing No. 281525. Subsequently, you have 
fraudulently withdrawn an amount of Rs. 20,000/- from the 
said SB A/c No. 23556 of Shri K Prabhakaran by using 
another withdrawal slip bearing No. 281537 by forging the 
signature of the subject customer on the said withdrawal 
slip. Further, you had wrongly entered the withdrawal slip 
Number to the computer as ‘281538’ instead of ‘281537’: 
When the aforesaid fraudulent transanction came to light, 
you issued an undated cheque bearing No. 0049142 drawn 
on you SB A/c No. 230036 maintained at Vidyanagar Branch, 
Hubli drawn in favour of Shri K Prabhakaran and handed it 
over to Shri K Prabhakaran alongwith the letter dated 
11.07.2005. Shri K. Prabhakaran lodged a complaint dated 
12.07.2005 with the Branch Manager, Vidyanagar Branch, 
Hubli regarding unauthorised withdrawal of Rs. 20,000/- 
by you from his above deposit account had also the fact of 
issuing a cheque for Rs. 20,000/- by you in his name. Hence, 
it is evidence that you have misappropriated customer’s 
money and derived undue pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

2. On 20.06.2005, a customer of the branch, Shri 
Dundappa Irappa Angadi, who was maintaining SB A/c 
No. 24862 had withdrawn an amount of Rs. 3,000/- by using 
a withdrwal slip bearing No. 281573. Subsequently, you 
have fraudulently withdrawn an amount of Rs. 10,000/- 
from the said SB A/c No. 24862 of Shri Dungappa Irrappa 
Angadi using another withdrawal slip bearing No. 282204 
by forging the signature of the customer on the said 
withdrawal slip. It is evidence from the above that you 
have misappropriated the customer’s money. 

3. On 05.07.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amoung of Rs. 15,000/- from SB A/c 23872 of 
Shri V. G. Kakareddi by using a withdrawal slip bearing No. 
283134 and by forging the signature of the customer in the 
said withdrawal slip. You have also failed to enter the 
withdrawal slip number to the computer. By such acts you 
have committed fraud and misappropriated the customer’s 
money, thereby derived undue pecuniary benefits for 
yourself. 

4. Shri Vijayakumar C. Path, a customer of the branch is 
maintaining an SB A/c bearing No. 20715 at Vidyanagar 
Branch, Hubli. While working as Single Window Operator 
at the branch, you had fraudulently withdrawn the following 
amounts from the said SB A/c No. 20715 of Shri V. C. Patil 
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by using withdrawal slips and forging his signature on the 
said slips on the below mentioned dated: 


Date 

Amount Rs. 

Withdrawal Slip No. 

22.06.2005 

10,000/0 

282282 

02.07.2005 

15,000/- 

283020 


With regard to the misappropriation of the amount of 
Rs. 15,000/- you have also failed to enter the withdrawal 
slip number to the computer system. By such acts, you 
have misappropriated the customer’s money and derived 
undue pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

5. On 21.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fradulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 20,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
22879 of Shri Sangappa M. Naragund hy using a withdrawal 
slip bearing No. 282243 and by forging the signature of the 
customer in the said slip. Thereby, you have 
misappropriated the customer’s money and derived undue 
pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

6. On 08.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you have 
fraudulently withdrawan an amount of Rs. 2,500/- from the 
SB A/c No. 24417 of Shri Shantaram V. Bhandiwaddar hy 
using a withdrawal slip hearing No. 281480. You have also 
failed to enter the withdrawal slip number to the computer. 
Subsequently, on 13.06.2005, you have remitted back Rs. 
2,500/- to the SB A/c No. 24417 of the customer without 
signing as ‘remitter’ in the Pay-in-slip. It is evidence from 
such acts that you have temporarily misappropriated the 
aforesaid amount belonging to the customer. 

7. On 09.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 2,500/- from the SB A/c No. 
24567 of Shri F. Y. Bhajammanavar by using a withdrawal 
slip bearing No. 281668 and by forging the signature of the 
customer on the said withdrawl slip. Subsequently, on 
15.06.2005, you have remitted backRs. 2,500/- to the said 
SB A/c No. 24567 of the customer without signing as 
‘remitter’ in the Pay-in-slip. Thereby, you have temporarily 
misappropriated the above amount belonging to the 
customer. 

8. On 10.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amout of Rs. 3,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
24112 of Shri Murigeppa B. Kalaghatgi by using a 
withdrawal slip bearing No. 281756 and by forging the 
signature of the customer on the said withdrawl slip. 
Subsequently, on 14.06.2005, you have remitted back Rs. 
3,000/- to the SB A/c No. 24113 of the customer without 


signing as ‘remitter’ in the Pay-in-slip. Thereby, you have 
temporarily misappropriated the amount belonging to the 
aforesaid customer. 

9. On 15.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 10,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
14312 of Shri S. S. Pujar by using a withdrawal slip bearing 
No. 281949 and by forging the signature of the customer 
on the said withdrawal slip. Subsequently, on 05.07.2005, 
you have remitted back Rs. 10,000/- to the SB A/c No. 
14312 of the customer withouy signing as ‘remitter’ in the 
Pay-in-slip. Thereby, you have temporarily misappropriated 
the amount belonging to the aforesaid customer. 

10. On 15.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 5,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
22220 of Shri Sunil V Dongre by using a withdrawal slip 
bearing No. 281945 and by forging the signature of the 
customer on the said withdrawal slip. Thereby, you have 
misappropriated the customer’s amount and derived undue 
pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

11. On 17.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 15,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
18520 of Smt. Jayasheel M Kori by using a withdrawal slip 
bearing No. 281539 and by forging the signature of the 
customer on the said withdrawal slip. Subsequently, on 
21.06.2005, you have remitted back Rs. 15,000/- to the SB 
A/c No. 18520 of the customer without signing as ‘remitter’ 
in the Pay-in-slip. Thereby, you have temporarily 
misappropriated the amount belonging to the aforesaid 
customer. 

12. On 20.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 20,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
23942 of Shri L. K. Kayasakki by using a withdrawal slip 
bearing No. 282209 and by forging the signature of the 
customer on the said withdrawal slip. Thereby, you have 
misappropriated the customer’s money and derived undue 
pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

13. On 23.06.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 10,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
23149 of Shri Irappa B Halemani by using a withdrawal slip 
bearing No. 282283 and by forging the signature of the 
customer on the said withdrawal slip. Thereby, you have 
misappropriated the customer’s money and derived undue 
pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

14. On 04.07.2005, while working as Single Window 
Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you had fraudulently 
withdrawn an amount of Rs. 2,000/- from the SB A/c No. 
16501 of Shri K. M. Nargundkar by using a withdrawal slip 
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bearing No. 283081 and by forging the signature of the 
customer on the said withdrawal slip. You have also failed 
to enter the withdrawal slip to the computer. Thereby, you 
have misappropriated the customer’s money and derived 
undue pecuniary benefits for yourself. 

It is evidence from the above that while functioning as 
Single Window Operator at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli, you 
have committed serious misdemeanour by indulging in 
fraudulent transactions, creation of fictitious entries and 
falsifying the Bank’s records, which are ostensibly in order 
to misappropriate the customer’s money and to derive 
undue pecuniary benefits for yourself. Due to the aforesaid 
acts on you part. Branch has lost its image with the valued 
customers of the Bank and by such acts, you have failed to 
protect/safeguard the interest of the Bank. 

Your above mentioned acts constitute misconduct under 
the provisions of Memorandum of Settlement of 
Disciplinary Action Procedure for workmen dated 
10.04.2002. 

The Bank, therefore charges you as under: 

1. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 23556 of Shri K. Prabhakam by forging 
his signature and subsequently wrongly entering 
withdrawal slip number to the computer as mentioned above 
constitutes fraudulent acts on your part, which amounts 
to an act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and 
constitutes gross misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 
5 of Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

2. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 24862 of Shri Dundappa Irappa Angadi 
by forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fraudulent acts on your part, which amounts to an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross 
misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of 
Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

3. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 23872 of Shii V. G Kakareddi by forging 
his signature as mentioned above constitutes fraudulent 
acts on your part, which amounts to an act prejudicial to 
the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross misconduct 
under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of Memorandum of 
Settlement on Disciplinary Action Procedure for workmen 
dated 10.04.2002. 

4. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 20715 of Shri Vijayakumar C Patil by 
forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fraudulent acts on your part, which amounts to an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross- 
misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of 
Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 


5. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 22879 of Shri Sangappa M Naragund 
by forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fraudulent acts on your part, which amounts to an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross- 
misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of 
Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

6. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 24417 of Shri Shantaram V 
Bhandiwaddar by forging his signature as mentioned above 
constitutes fraudulent acts on your part, which amounts 
to an act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and 
constitutes gross-misconduct under sub-clause (j) of 
Clause 5 of Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary 
Action Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

7. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 24567 of Shii Bhajammanavarby forging 
his signature as mentioned above constitutes fraudulent 
acts on your part, which amounts to an act prejudicial to 
the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross misconduct 
under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of Memorandum of 
Settlement on Disciplinary Action Procedure for workmen 
dated 10.04.2002. 

8. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 24113 of Shri Murigeppa B Kalaghatgi 
by forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fraudulent acts on your part, which amounts to an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross 
misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of 
Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

9. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 14312 of Shri S. S. Pujar by forging his 
signature as mentioned above constitutes fraudulent acts 
on your part, which amounts to an act prejudicial to the 
interest of the Bank and constitutes gross misconduct 
under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of Memorandum of 
Settlement on Disciplinary Action Procedure for workmen 
dated 10.04.2002. 

10. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 22220 of Shri Sunil V. Dongre by forging 
his signature as mentioned above constituted fradulent 
acts on your part, which amounts to an act prejudicial to 
the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross misconduct 
under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of Memorandum of 
Settlement on Disciplinary Action Procedure for workmen 
dated 10.04.2002. 

11. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 18520 of Smt. Jayasheel M. Kori by 
forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fradulent acts on your pact, which amounts to an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross- 
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misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of 
Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

12. Your action of fradulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB A/c No. 23942 of Shri L. K. Kayasakki by forging 
his signature as mentioned above constitutes fradulent 
acts on your part, which amounts to an act prejudicial to 
the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross mosconduct 
under suh-clause (j) of Clause 5 of Memorandum of 
Settlement on Disciplinary Action Procedure for workmen 
dated 10.04.2002. 

13. Your action of fraudulently withdrawing the amount 
from the SB S/c No. 23149 of Shri Irappa B. Halemani hy 
forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fradulent acts on your part, which amounts an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross 
misconduct under sub-clause (j) of Clause 5 of 
Memorandum of Settlement on Disciplnary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

14. Your action of fradulently withdrawing the anount 
from the SB A/c No 16501 of Shri K. M. Nargundkar hy 
forging his signature as mentioned above constitutes 
fradulent acts on you part, which amounts to an act 
prejudicial to the interest of the Bank and constitutes gross 
misconduct under sub-clause (j) of clause 5 of 
Memorandum of the Settlement on Disciplinary Action 
Procedure for workmen dated 10.04.2002. 

You are, therefore, required to submit within 7 days of 
recept of the Charge Sheet your written setatement of 
defence, if any, in triplicate to the undersigned and show 
cause as to why disciplinary action should not be taken 
against you, failing which, it will be deemed that you have 
no statement of defence to submit and the matter will be 
proceeded with accordingly. 

Sd/- 

(M. Rathnakar Shetty) 
Deputy General Manager 
(Disciplinary Authority)” 

5. Being not satisfied with the reply of the I Party denying 
the charges as false and baseless the Disciplinary Authority 
while appointing Sh. U. M. Shettigar as Enquiry Officer 
and Sh. Harishchandra Hegde as Presenting Officer ordered 
him to face the Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry Officer while 
securing the presence of the CSE after observing the 
formalities of preliminary hearing receiving the evidence 
of Sh. A. Nagabhushan Rao, Senior Mnanager, Regional 
Office, Hubli; Sh. S. S. Pujar, SB A/c 14312 holder of 
Vidyanagar Branch; Sh Murigeppa B. Kalaghatgi, SB A/c 
24113 holder of Vidyanagar Branch; Sh. Dundappa irappa 
Angadi, SB A/c No. 24862 holder of Vidyanagar Branch; 
Sh. S. M. Naragund, SB A/c No. 22879 holder at Vidyanagar 


Branch; Sh VC. Path, SB A/c No. 20715 holder at Vidyanagar 
Branch and Sh. Sh. H. Reghuram Shetty, Senior Branch 
Manager, Vidyanagar branch as MW 1 to 7 and exhibiting 
Investigation Report alongwith enclosures; Certificate 
dated 07.04.2006 issued for payment under Payment 
Pending Investigation Account in respect of various SB 
Accounts where frauds committed by CSE have been 
detected to the tune of Rs., 92000.00; Certificatte dated 
08.04.20 06 issued for paymet under Payment Pending 
Investigation Account in respect of various SB Accounts 
where frauds committed by CSE have been detected to the 
tune of Rs. 68000.00 copy of stamped receipt dated 
30.08.2005 issued by Sh. S. M. Naragund for Rs. 20000.00 
towards payment made to him by the branch reimbursing 
fradulent withdrawal in his SB A/c 22879; copy of receipt 
cum undertaking letter dated 21.09.2005 issued by Sh. K. 
M. Mulagundmath for Rs. 2000.00 towards payment made 
to him by the branch reimbursing fradulent withdraw in his 
SB A/c 16501 and undertaking no further claims against 
the Bank; copies of all the statement pertaining to user 
creation/correction/deletion; cash all the combined debit 
cash paid scroll for June and July 2005 and cash all combine 
cash received scroll for June and july 2005 as MEx 1 to 8; 
the enclosure along with Investigation Report are marked 
as MEx lA, IBl to 1B68, lB69(a) to lB69(ab), 1B70 to 
lB74(a)to lB74(m), 1B75 to 1B77, Id and MEx IDl and as 
the CSE/I Party submitted he has no evidence to lead nor 
any statement to be given concluding the enquiry receiving 
the written briefs of both the sides submitted his enquiry 
report dated 08.06.2006 all charges are being proved. Then 
the Disciplinary Authority while affording the opportunity 
of hearing imposed the punishment of Dismissal from 
Service and on appeal the Appellate Authority as well giving 
an opportunity of hearing confirmed the order of the 
Disciplinary Authority and dismissed the appeal, then the 
I party approached the ALC(C), Hubli and as he submitted 
FOC dated 07.10.2007 it resulted in this reference. 

6. The I party in his claim statement asserted that he 
submitted an application to retain him in any of Managalore 
branches as he was suffering from Mental Depression for 
the past 15 years and his wife was working at Managalore 
itself, II Party transferred him to Regional Office, Hubli on 
23.04.2003 and then posted him at Vidyanagar Branch, Hubli 
to attend the duties of Cashier and though he submitted 
his resignation letter dated 28.10.2004 and submitted that 
he could clear all the liabilities after obtaining loan from 
Syndicate Bank, Mangalore. He also asserts that though 
Police Complaint was filed and case was filed till date 
change sheet has not been filed in the JMFC Court, Hubli 
and Domestic Enquiry was in violation of the principles of 
natural justice and that the finding of Enquiry Officer on all 
the fourteen charges is baseless without examining the 
hardwriting expert and even otherwise the punishment 
imposed is disproportionate etc. INTER ALIA, the II Party 
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in the counter statement contending that since the I Party 
himself preferred to defend himself in the enquiry and all 
other opportunities were given to defend himself in the 
enquiry. Enquiry Officer while appreciating the charges 
with the decoumentary evidence placed before him coupled 
with the evidence of the bank officials and SB account 
holders has rightly come to the conclusion of charges 
being establishmed and for such misconduct he was not 
eligible to be continued in the service of the Bank as such 
the punishment of dismissal is also proportionate supported 
the Domestic Enquiry as fair and proper, the qnquiry 
finding as based on the evidence of the Bank officials and 
the documents produced in the enquiry and punishment 
imposed is proportionate and thus supported all of them. 

7. After completion of the pleadings having regard to 
certain allegation made touching the Domestic Enquiry in 
the claim statement while framing a Preliminary issue as 
“whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I party by 
the II party is fair and proper?” after receiving the evidence 
adduced by both the sides hearing the arguments of the 
learned advocates the said issue has been answered in 
Affirmative i.e., the Deomestic Enquiry held against the I 
Party by the II party is Fair and Proper by oder dated 
08.12.2011 receiving the evidence of the I Party on the 
point of Victmization fnd Being not gainfully employed 
written arguments submitted by the learned advocates 
appearing for both sides are received, the point that now 
arises for my consideration are: 

POINT No. I : Whether the I Party demonstrates the 
enquiry finding charges as proved is perverse necessitating 
the interference of this tribunal? 

POINT No. II: If not, whether the punishment of dismisal 
imposed is disproprotionate to the proved misconduct/ 

POINT No. Ill: What Order/Award? 

8. On appreciation of the charges levelled against the 
CSE/II Party, oral and ducomentary evidence placed on 
record by the management with the arguments put forward 
by their learned advocated by finding on Point No. I and II 
are in the negative and Point No. Ill is as per final order for 
the following 

REASONS 

9. On careful scrutiny of the oral and documentary 
evidence adduced by the management in the Domestic 
Enquiry with the written submissions given by the 
Presenting Officer and the CSE/I Party before the Enquiry 
Officer and the report of the Enquiry Officer, I find that the 
Enquiry Officer and taking into consideration the totality 
of the oral and documentary evidence brought on record 
by the management and the defence put forwqard by the 
CSE and the circumstances giving raise to from the said 


evidence coupled with the admissions made by the CSE 
having rightly come to the conclusion charges being proved 
through his detailed enquiry finding submitted to the 
Disciplinary Authority dated 08.06.2006. When this is the 
fact it was for the learned advocate appearing for the I 
Party to highlight how the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
may be termed as baseless or perverse but no such attempt 
is made in the written arguments submitted by him. Out of 
the fourteen customers from whose SB Accounts allegedly 
on forged withdrawal slips amounts were drawn by the 
CSE while he was on duty as Single Window Operator at 
Vidyanagar branch of the II Party the management examined 
five of them and could not examine the remaining five 
because they did not co-operate being made good of their 
lost amounts. The CSE has no at all challenged the evidence 
of those five account holders examined as MWs 2 to 6 
whose evidence point to him having made false withdrawals 
from their respectively accounts. Under the circumstances, 
I have no reason to come to any other opinion on the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer charges being proved. 

10. Now coming to the punishment of Dismissal imposed 
both the Disciplinary Authority and the Appellate Authority 
after detailed discussion having come to the conclusion 
that he is not fit to continue in service, I too having regard 
to the grave misconduct committed by the I Party 
withdrawing amount from the SB accounts of the customers 
through forged signatures in the withdrawal slips when he 
was on duty as Single Window Operator he deserves no 
lesser punishment than the dismissal. Therefore, I also do 
not find any reason to say the punishment of Dismissal 
imposed being Disproportionate necessitating my 
interference. Under the circumstances, in my opinion the 
punishment of Dismissal imposed by the management on 
Sh. V.C. Augustine is legal and justified. Hence, I pass the 
following 

ORDER 

The Punishment of Dismissal imposed on Sri V.C. 
Augustine, Clerk by the management of Vijaya Bank is 
legal and justified and that he is not entitle for any relief. 

S.N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 
19 2015 
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New Delhi, the 19th May, 2015 

S.O. 1071. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 31/2004) of the Cent. 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court - Bangalore as 
shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial dispute between 
the management of Canara Bank and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 14/05/2015. 

[No. L-12012/4/2004-IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORETHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

Yeswanthpur, Bangalore-560 022. 

DATED 13thNOVEMBER2014 


Present: 


Shri S. N. Navalgund, Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 31/2004 


I Party 

Sh. H.B. Prakashkumar, 

Sh. Byraveswara Krupa, 
Behind Police Quarters, 
Malavalli, 

MANDYADIST. - 571430. 


n Party 

The General Manager, 

Canara bank. Personnel Wing, 
Head Office, 

No. 112, J.C. Road, 
BANGALORE-560 009. 


Appearances: 

I Party : ShriV.S.Naik 

Advocate 

II Party Shri T.R.K. Prasad 

Advocate 

AWARD 


1. The Central Government vide order No. L-12012/4/ 
2004-IR (B-II) dated 01.06.2004 in exercise of the power 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947) made this reference for adjudication with the 
following schedule; 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the management of Canara Bank is justified 
in dismissing Sh. H.B. Prakashkumar, Clerk from 
service w.e.f. 28/8/2002? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from which date?” 


2. On receipt of the reference and registering it in C.R. 
31/2004 when notices were issued to both the sides, they 
entered their appearance through their respective 
advocates and I Party filed his claim statement on 06.08.2004 
and II party filed its counter statement on 10.06.2005. 


3. The brief facts leading to this reference and award 
may be stated as under. 

4. While the I Party was serving as Clerk in Talagavady 
Branch of the II Party having noticed certain misconduct 
getting an investigation report dated 15.03.2001 from 
Sh. H.D. Venkatesh and Sh. A.S.P. Sastry, Officers of II 
Party calling upon him to give explanation and being not 
satisfied with his explanation served on him the charge 
sheet dated 10.07.2001 and later the same came to be 
amended on 03.09.2001 when the enquiry was pending as 
under: 


“CHARGEI 

You were enjoying OD limit of Rs. 40500/- on the security 
of Eive Lie policies having total surrender value of Rs. 
42594. You OD limited was sanctioned by Regional Office, 
Mysore and was tenable till 06-08-2000. 

You have submitted NE 425 dtd 21-08-2000 requesting 
for maximum limit under OD on the security of same 5 LIC 
policies pledged to the Bank and you have furnished the 
surrender value of five policies as below:— 


a) 

721568263 

Rs. 8484-70 

b) 

610257650 

Rs. 13953-60 

c) 

721577194 

Rs. 24409-50 

d) 

721587087 

Rs. 3964-10 

e) 

610266380 

Rs. 16428-50 


Total SV 

Rs. 67240-40 


Talagavady Branch recommended for OD limit of Rs. 
63000/- after keeping a margin of 5% of Surrender value of 
Rs. 67420-40 duly mentioning in the application as “copy 
of surrender value certified from LIC enclosed”. The 
recommendations columns were also filled up by you. 
Photo copies of surrender value certificate were not attested 
by Manager of Talagavady branch as you have failed to 
produce original certificate & undertook to produce the 
same to RO Mysore/to the branch at the time of availing 
renewed/enhanced limit. 

After affixing your signature in the Tappal register you 
have personally carried the credit report to RO: Mysore & 
handed over the same to Sri K.J. Naik, Officer/Sri S.S. 
Vadueva, Officer, who were handling Advances Department. 
Upon your showing the original surrender value certificate 
Sri S.G Vadueva, Officer, enquired about the alterations in 
the surrender value certificate to which you have replied 
that he would get the same authenticated by LIC, Maddur. 
However, you have failed to produce the original surrender 
value certificate. 

Upon insisting for the original surrender value certificate 
by RO: Mysore you have submitted two letters dtd. 
09.09.2000 (where date is wrongly mentioned as 09.08.2000) 
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and 14.10.2000 stating that you do not required 
enhancement and want only renewal of the existing OD 
limit only. In terms of your request in NF425 dtd. 14.10.2000 
branch recommended afresh for renewing the existing limit 
and the same was renewed. 


However, the surrender value obtained by the branch 
from Lie, Maddur on 30.08.2000 in respect of LIC policies 
pledged by you reveals the following:— 



Policy 

No. 

Actual Surrender 
Value in Rs. 

Surrender Value 
altered by you 

a) 

721568263 

5484-70 

Rs. 8484-70 

b) 

610257650 

10953-60 

Rs. 13953-60 

c) 

721577194 

14409-50 

Rs. 24409-50 

d) 

721587087 

3964-10 

Rs. 3964-10 

e) 

610266380 

12428-50 

Rs. 16428-50 


Total SV 

47240-40 

Rs. 67240-40 


It is clear from the above that you had deliberately 
withheld the original LIC surrender Value Certificate while 
seeking renewal of your OD limit with enhancement and 
produced Photocopies of Surrender Value Certificate after 
fraudulently altering the values with a view to mislead 
recommending/sanctioning authority to obtain/avail 
enhancement in the OD limit against 5 LIC policies already 
pledged by you. 

Our Staff Section (W), Circle Office, Bangalore, had 
called for an explanation from you vide their letter 
BLSW:40357:EP:MISC:2001 dated 13-02-2001. Reply dtd. 
24.02.2001 submitted by you is found to be not satisfactory. 

CHARGE-n 

While working at Hittanahalli Branch, you have claimed 
reimbursement of Rs. 900/- vide your declaration dtd. 
31.07.1996 under Bank’s Staff Welfare Measures in respect 
of your two daughters. Viz., Kum. H.P Prakruthi, studying 
in 5th Std., and Kum. H.P. Roopashree, Studying in LKG. 
You have enclosed Photocopies of “Fee Card” issued to 
“Anitha Primary & High School, St. Anns Convent, 
Malvalli” issued for 1996-97. On a close scrutiny of the 
same following discrepancies are observed. 

In both the fee cards, number is mentioned as 48. The 
Card pertaining to Kum H.P. Prakruthi has been used in 
taking in photo copy fraudulently by affixing while paper 
on the name of Kum. H.P. Roopashree written to claim the 
amount in respect of Kum. H.P. Roopashree. 

On 30-06-1997 you have been a declaration under Staff 
Welfare Measures Scheme claiming Rs. 900/- in respect of 
your two daughter, i) Kum. H.P. Prakruthi studying in 6th 
Std. ii) Kum. H.P. Roopashree studying in LKG enclosing 
the fee card issued by Anitha Primary & High School/St. 


Annas Convent of Malavalli as proof. 

Kum. H.P. Roopashree, was admitted to Anitha Higher 
Primary School, Malavally in the year 1997-98 to LKG on 
05.06.1997 and she was not studying in their school during 
1996-97. 

Thus you have indulged in giving a false declaration 
duly supported by a fabricated document with regard to 
Kum. H.P. Roopashree to gain undue pecuniary benefit 
from the Bank while claiming educational expenses on 
31.07.1996. 

Our Staff Section (W), Circle Office, Bangalore, had 
called for an explanation from you vide their letter 
BLSW:40527:EP:Fraud:2001 dated 30.03.2001. Reply dtd. 
11.04.2001 submitted by you is found to be not satisfactory. 

CHARG&m 

Sri Channe Gowda, Village Accountant, staying in NFS 
extension, Malavally, has informed that he has opened LED 
Account at our Talagavady branch during 1990 with a 
monthly instalment of Rs. 250/- each. He had opened the 
LLD account through you and monthly instalments were 
also paid through you only. Sri Channe Gowda has informed 
that you have obtained his signatures subsequently on 
some forms stating that the same are required for getting 
accounts transferred to Hittanahally Branch. When the 
maturity of LLD amount was nearing Sri Channe Gowda 
requested you to deposit the entire maturity proceeds in 
KDR for 66 months in his name. You have given him KDR 
No. 19/96 for Rs. 20000/- with maturity value of Rs. 40042/- 
maturing on 20.07.2001. 

Upon verification of records at our Talagavady Branch, 
it is revealed that Sri Channe Gowda had opened LLD No. 
33 on 20.10.1990 with monthly instalment of Rs. 250/-. The 
same was closed on 30.11.1990 and fresh LLD No. 43 was 
opened on 30.11.1990 with monthly instalment of Rs. 250/-. 
The LLD No. 43 was also closed before maturity on 
07.08.1993 and Rs. 7304/- is paid in cash. One more LLD 
No. 92/93 was opened on 07.08.1993 in the name of Sri 
Channe Gowda with monthly instalment of Rs. 750/-. The 
same was closed before maturity on 31.08.1994 and 
proceeds on Rs. 3789/- was paid in cash. All these accounts 
are introduced by you. The request letter dated 29.08.1984 
for closure before maturity are in your handwriting. But Sri 
Channe Gowda maintains that he had opened only one 
LLD account with monthly instalments of Rs. 250/- and 
monthly instalments were paid regularly. 

Application for KDR 19/96 dtd. 20.01.1996 is in your 
handwriting and account is also introdeuced by you. In 
the application the portion showing the amount in figures 
in torn (holed), so that exact amount cannot be made out. 
However, in the words it is written as ‘Two Thousand only’. 

You have drawn cash of Rs. 10000/- from your SB 
Account No. 4017 and on the reverse of the cash slip there 
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is a quotation KDR for Rs. 2000/- and net amount paid is 
only Rs. 8000/- as per the cash denomination noted. The 
paying in slip for depositing the cash towards KDR 19/96 
does not bear signature but a mention is made of SB 
Account No. 4017. KDR 19/96 is written by you and delivery 
of deposit receipt is also taken by you. 

In the Kamadhenu Deposit Receipt 19/96 intentionally 
some space was left while writing the deposit amount in 
words in between ‘two’ and ‘thousand’ so as to facilitate 
subsequent alternation of ‘two’ into ‘twenty’ thousands 
(“0” has been altered to “e” and “nty” has been inserted). 
In figure column the amount of deposit, total interest and 
maturity value were altered by adding “0” (Zero) after “2” 
(in deposit and interest column) and “4” in maturity value. 

From the above it is clear that you have indulged in 
fraudulent activities for gaining undue monetary benefits 
by defrauding the Bank and its customer. 

Our Staff Section (W), Circle Office, Bangalore, had 
called for an explanation from you vide their letter 
BLSW:EP:Fraud: 2001 dated 30.03.2001. Reply dtd. 
11.04.2001 submitted by you is found to be not satisfactory. 

CHARGE-IV 

Sri Channe Gowda, had deposited Rs. 20000/- on 
19.09.1997 through you in KDR 321/97 for 39 months in his 
daughter’s name Kum. C.M. Hamsavathy maturing on 
19.12.2000. As per Branch records you have taken delivery 
of the said KDR on behalf of the party and handed over the 
same to Sri Channe Gowda. During Jan 2001, you had been 
to the house of Sri Channe Gowda and gave him Rs. 29900/- in 
cash stating that the same in the maturity proceeds of the 
deposit. You have taken the original deposit receipt KDR 
321/97 duly signed by Kum. C.M. Hamsavathy. When 
Channe Gowda asked you how it was possible for you to 
bring the deposit proceeds in cash while you were working 
in Talagavady branch and whereas the deposit was in 
Hittanahally, you have given him a vague reply. 

Upon verification of Hittanahally Branch records it is 
revealed that the deposit was only for Rs. 2000/- and not 
Rs. 20000/-. The deposit has already matured and not yet 
encashed but kept in overdue deposit ledger KDR 321/97 
was introduced by you and pay in slip of the deposit bears 
your signature only. As per the record of deposit receipt 
issued, you have taken delivery of KDR 321/97. Even 
though KDR 321/97 has matured for payment on 19.02.2000 
the amount is not claimed from the branch and is transferred 
to overdue deposit register. 

Erom the above, it is clear that you have indulged in 
malpractice for monetary gain by defrauding the Bank and 
its customer. 

Our Staff Section (W), Circle Office, Bangalore, had 
called for an explanation from you vide their letter BLSW: 


40527:EP:Eraud:2001 dated 30.03.2001. Reply dtd. 11.04.2001 
submitted by you is found to be not satisfactory. 

By your above actions you have failed to take all 
possible steps to ensure and protect the interest of 
the Bank and discharge your duties with utmost 
integrity, honesty devotion and diligence and thus 
committed a misconduct within the meaning of 
Chapter XI Regulation 2(A)(i) of Canara Bank Service 
Code.” 

and by appointing Sh. R. Parthasarathy as Enquiry Officer 
and Sh. P. Shivaramu as Presenting Officer directed him to 
face the Domestic Enquiry. The Enquiry Officer Securing 
the prsence of the CSE/I Party observing the formalities of 
preliminary hearing while recording the evidence of 14 
management witnesses and exhibiting 75 documents as 
MEx-1 to MEx-75 and the one document produced by the 
CSE/I Party as DEx-1 the detailed description of which are 
narrated in the annexure after receiving the written briefs 
he submitted his enquiry finding to the Disciplinary 
Authority dated 25.04.2002 as the charge being proved. 
Then the Disciplinary Authroity while affording an 
opportunity of hearing imposed the punishment of 
Dismissal from service and even the Appellate Authority 
after affording opportunity affirmed the same the I Party 
filed conciliation petition before the ALC(C), Bangalore 
and as it ended in his submission of failure report the 
ministry made this reference for adjudication. 

5. The I Party in his claim statement while contending 
that the enquiry conducted as a farce and he was not given 
fair and proper opportunities and that the enquiry finding 
is perverse and the punishment imposed is also 
disproportionate to the misconduct alleged against him 
and INTER ALIA the II Party contended in the Domestic 
Enquiry all fair and proper opportunities were given to the 
I Party and that the finding of the Enquiry Officer being 
based on the material placed before him cannot be termed 
as perverse and the misconduct proved being unbecoming 
of an official working in the Bank the punishment imposed 
is just and proper and my learned predecessor while framing 
a Preliminary issue as to 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry held against the I Party 
by the II Party is fair and proper?” 

After receiving the evidence adduced by both the sides 
and hearing the learned advocated by his order dated 
20.11.2006 answered the said issue in the affirmative holding 
that the Domestic Enquiry conducted is fair and proper, 
the learned advocate appearing for the I Party while filing 
the affidavit of I Party being not gainfully employed after 
his dismissal from service examined him on oath as WW 1 
and as counsel for II Party did not lead any rebuttal evidence 
the I Party being gainfully employed the arguments 
addressed by the learned advacates by both sides were 
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heard. Since the Domestic Enquiry is held fair and proper 
the points that now arises for my consideration are: 

Point No. 1: Whether I Party demonstrates the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer charges being proved is perverse 
necessitating the interference of this tribunal? 

Point No. 2: If not, whether the punishment of dismissal 
imposed is disproportionate? 

Point No. 3: What Order/Award? 

6. On appreciation of the pleadings, evidence brought 
on record in the Domestic Enquiry with the arguments put 
forward by the learned advocates appearing for the parties 
my finding on Point Nos. 1 and 2 are in the Negative and 
Point No. 3 is as per the final decision. 

7. The I Party has not disputed the charge and evidence 
adduced by the management that he has enjoying the OD 
limit of Rs. 40500.00 on the security of his five LIC Policies 
bearing No. 721568263,610257650,721577194,721587087, 
610266380 surrender value of which were Rs. 8484.00 
Rs. 13953.00, Rs. 24409.50, Rs. 3964.10, 16428.50 
respectively till 06.08.2000 and later submitting letter dated 
21.08.2000 requesting for maximum limit of OD on the 
security on the same five LIC Policies actual surrender 
value of which were Rs. 5484.70, Rs. 10953.60, Rs. 14409.50, 
Rs. 3964.10,12428.50 respectively making them to read as 
Rs. 8484.00, Rs. 13953.00, Rs. 24409.50, Rs. 3964.10,16428.50 
enclosing the photocopies of the policies and managed to 
get the recommendation for OD Limit of Rs. 63000.00 
keeping a margin of 5% and also having personally carried 
the credit report to Regional Office, Mysore and handing 
over the same to Sh. K.J. Naik, Officer and Sh. S.B. Vasudev, 
Officer who were handing advances department and Sh. 
S.B. Vasudev, Officer on showing the alterations in the 
Surrender Value Certificate saying that he would get the 
same authenticated by LIC, maddur failed to produce the 
Original Surrender Value Certificates and on the other hand 
filed an application to continue the old OD Limit as per his 
letters dated 09.09.2000 and 14.10.2000 the charge that he 
tried to get the OD Limit enhanced tampering the Surrender 
Value Certificates do not require any other evidence to 
prove the Charge No. 1. Therefore, absolutely I find no 
reason to say the finding of the Enquiry Officer on Charge 
No. 1 as proved being baseless or perverse. 

8. Similarly the I Party having not disputed that he 
claimed reimbursement of Rs. 900.00 through his declaration 
dated 31.07.1996 under Banks Staff Welfare Measures in 
respect of his two daughters namely Kum. H.P Prakruthi 
showing that she is studying in 5th Std. and Kum. H.P. 
Roopashree showing that she is studying in LKG affixing 
the photocopies of fee card issued by Anitha Primary and 
High School, St. Ann’s Convent, Malavalli issued for 1996- 
1997 and he also does not dispute as reported by the School 
Officials that his second daughter Ku. H.P. Roopashree 
was admitted to Anitha Higher Primary School, Malavalli 


in the year 1997-98 to LKG on 05.06.1997 and she was not 
studying in the said school during 1996-1997. Therefore, it 
is crystal clear that he taken the photocopy of the fee receipt 
in respect of his first daughter Kum. H.P. Prakruthi and 
manipulated the name of Kum. H.P. Roopashree and in 
place of the standard showing it as LKG which is also 
supported by the documentary produced at MEx-3L 
Thereby the second charge that he have a false declaration 
supported by a fabricated document to claim reimbursement 
of education expenses for his second daughter Kum. H.P. 
Roopashree for the year 1996-1997 who was not at all 
admitted to the school during that year and was admitted 
in the next academic year i.e., 1997-1998 to gain undue 
pecuniary benefit from his employer. Thus, I find no reason 
to say the finding on the Enquiry Officer the Charge No. 2 
as well either baseless or perverse. 

9. As far as the Charge Nos. 3 and 4 are concerned the 
evidence of customer Sh. Channe Gowda, Village 
Accountant MW 2 Smt. B.K. Ganga Devi, the Cashier at 
the relevant time which disclose through the I Party the 
customer Sh. Channe Gowda having opened an LLD 
Account atTalagavady Branch during 1990 with a monthly 
instalment of Rs. 250.00 and made payments of some 
instalments through the I Party itself and I Party having 
made payment of the maturity value to the customer on 
20.07.2001 whereas it discloses the I Party having closed 
that account on 30.11.1990 and opening a fresh account on 
the same day and receiving the then value of Rs. 7304.00 
which indicates that he closed the account well before the 
maturity and taken the then balance and utilised it for 
himself and by opening fresh account crediting the 
instalments received from the customer at the end making 
him the payment of the maturity value. Though this act on 
the part of the I Party has not caused financial loss either 
to the Bank or to the customer his action misutilising the 
amount of the customer is unbecoming of an employee of 
the Bank. Therefore on this aspect of the charges as well 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer cannot be termed as 
baseless or perverse. 

10. Under the circumstances having found the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer is based on the available evidence 
and admissions of the I Party, I find no reason to say any of 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer being baseless or 
perverse necessitating my interference. 

11. Though by the alleged actions of the I Party no 
financial loss either to the Bank or to the customers of the 
Bank as far as charge Nos. 1, 3 and 4 are concerned and as 
far as false claim of education expenses of his second 
daughter could be recovered from the I Party by the II 
Party his attempt to get higher OD Limit by manipulating 
the Surrender Value of his LIC Policies being a grave 
misconduct the decision of the Disciplinary Authority that 
he is unfit to continue in the Bank Service being just and 
proper, I also find no reason to say that the punishment 
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imposed being disproportionate to the misconduct proved 
against the I Party, in the result, I pass the following 

ORDER 

The Action of the management of Canara Bank is 
justified in dismissing Sh. H.B. Prakashkumar, Clerk from 
service w.e.f. 28.08.2002 is legal and justified and he is not 
entitle for any relief. 

S. N. NAVALGUND, Presiding Officer 

ANNEXUR&I 

Witnesses examined on behalf of Management in Domestic 
Enquiry: 

MW 1-Sh. Chenaigowda, Customer of II Party 

MW 2-Smt. B.K. Gangadevi, Clerk 

MW 3-Sh. P. Krishnappa, Retd. Clerk 

MW4-Sh. A.S.P. Shastry, Officer 

MW 5-Sh. GS. Ravi Sudhakar, Officer 

MW6-Sh. H.D. Venkatesh, Retd. Officer 

MW 7-Sh. K. Jagannath Nayak, Officer 

MW 8-Sh. S.G Vasudueva, Officer 

MW 9-Sh. M.R.Dhruva, Manager 

MW 10-Sh. A.R.S. Bhatta, Manager (Ex) 

MW 11-Sh. S. Manjunath, Manager 

MW 12-Sh. Shamsuddin, Manager 

MW 13-Sh. N. Nanjunda, Clerk 

MW 14-Sh. M. Mahadev, Manager 

Witnesses examined on behalf of CSE/I Party in Domestic 
Enquiry: 

m 


Documents exhibited in tbe Domestic Enquiry: 


ExM-1 


ExM-2 


ExM-3 

ExM-4 


ExM-5 


ExM-6 


Investigation Report dt. 02.02.2001 of 
Sh. H.D. Venkatesh 

Statement of Shri H.B. Prakash Kumar, 
Clerk, Talagawadi Branch 

Statement of Shri S. Manjunath, 
Manager, Talagawadi Branch 

Statement of Shri K. Jagannath Naik, 
Officer, RO, Mysore 

Statement of Shri S G Vasudeva, 
Officer, RO, Mysore 

NF 425 dt. 21.08.2000 of Shri H B 
Prakash Kumar 


ExM-7 


ExM-8 


ExM-9 


ExM-10 


ExM-11 


ExM-12 


ExM-13 


ExM-14 


ExM-15 


ExM-16 


ExM-17 


ExM-18 


ExM-19 


ExM-20 


ExM-21 


ExM-22 


ExM-23 


Surrender Value Certificate of LIC of 
India dt. 10.08.2000 in respect of LIC 
Policy No. 721568263 

Surrender Value Certificate of LIC of 
India dt. 08.08.2000 in respect of LIC 
Policy No. 610257650, 721577194, 
721587087 and 610266380 

Letter dt. 09.08.2000 of Shri H B 
Prakash Kumar 

Letter dt. 14.10.2000 of Shri H B 
Prakash Kumar 

NF 425 dt. 14.10.2000 of Shri H B 
Prakash Kumar 

Surrender Value Certificate of LIC of 
India dt. 30.08.2000 in respect of 
LICPohcyNo. 610257650,721577194, 
721587087 and 610266380 

Surrender Value Certificate of LIC of 
India dt. 30.08.2000 in respect of 
LICPohcyNo. 721568263 

Certified copy of Surrender Value 
Certificate dt 08.08.2000 of LIC of India 

Certified copy of Letter dt 03.08.2000 
of Shri H B Prakash Kumar addressed 
to LIC of India, Maddur 

Letter No. PS/6INdt. 30.01.2001 ofLIC 
of India, Maddur 

Tappal/Courier Book & Ledger with 
printed SI. No. 34 of Canara Bank, 
Talagawadi Branch 

Letter No. CR 22/2000 dt. 17.10.2000 
of Canara Bank, Talagawadi Branch 
addressed to RO Mysore 

Letter No. BLSW:40357:EP:MISC:2001 
dt. 13.2.2001 of SS (W), CO Bangalore 
addressed to Shri B. Prakash Kumar 

Letter No. 8:HO:staff:33/2001 dt. 
24.02.2001 of Talagawadi Branch, 
Addressed to SS(W), CO Bangalore 

Letter dt. 24.02.2001 of Shri H B 
Prakash Kumar, addressed to SS(W), 
Co Bangalore 

Master Sheet and Ledger Sheet in 
respect of OD A/c of Shri H B Prakash 
Kumar for the period August 2000 to 
October 2000 

Saction letter of RO Maysore for OD 
Limited of Rs. 40500/- tenable till 
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06/08.2000 sanctioned to Shri H B 

Prakash Kumar 

ExM40 

: Investigation Report dt. 15.03.2001 of 

Sh. H D Venkatesh and Sri A S P 

ExM-24 

: Letter No. Cr I5735/7I86/SGV dt. 


Shastry 

ExM-25 

24.08.2000 of RO Mysore 

Letter No. ADV:RR:8394:KNS dt. 

ExM41 

: Statement of Sri Shamuddin, Manager, 

Canara Bank, Hittanahalli Branch 

ExM-26 

19.09.2000 of RO Mysore 

Letter No. 15375/CR/8475SGV dt. 

ExM42 

: Statement of Sri N Nanjunda, Clerk, 

Canara Bank, Hittanahalli Branch 

ExM-27 

21.09.2000 of RO Mysore 

: Letter No. 15735/8857/SGV dt. 

ExM43 

: Statement of Sri P Krishnappa, Clerk, 

Canara Bank, Hittanahalli Branch 

ExM-28 

05.10.2000 of RO Mysore 

: Investigation Report submitted by Shri 

ExM-44 

: Statement dt. 20.02.2001 of Sri 

Channegowda, Customer 

ExM-29 

H D Venkatesh and ASP Shstry, 
Officers of RO Mysore 

: Letter dt. 23.02.2001 of Anitha Higher 

ExM45 

: Paying in slip dt. 07.07.1993 in respect 

of LLD 33 of Sri Channegowda - Cash 
Received seal of07.08.1993 


Primary School addressed to Canara 

ExM46 

: Ledger sheet pertaining to LLd No. 33 


Bank, Talagawadi Branch 

ExM47 

: Discharge for closure of LLd No. 33 

ExM-30 

ExM-3I 

: Declaration dt. 31.07.1996 of Shri H B 

Prakash Kumar addressed to Canara 
Bank, Hittanahalli Branch 

: Free Card for 1996-97 submitted by 

ExM48 

ExM49 

: Relative slips for closure of LLD No. 

33 dt. 30.11.1990 

: Discharge for LLD No. 43 dt. 30.11.1990 

ExM-32 

Shri H B Prakash Kumar 

: Relative slips for Sanctioning of Staff 

ExM-50 

: Ledger Sheet pertaining to LLD No. 

43 


Welfare Expenses to Shri H B Prakash 
Kumar for the year 1996-97 

ExM-51 

: Application for closure of LLd No. 43 

dt. 07.08.1993 

ExM-33 

Declaration dt. 30.06.1997 of Shri H B. 
Prakash Kumar, addressed to Canara 

ExM-52 

: Relative slips for closure of LLd No. 

43 


Bak, Hittanahalli branch 

ExM-53 

: Application for LLD no. 92/93 dt. 

ExM-34 

: Free Card for 1997-98, submitted by 


07.08.1993 


Shri H B. Prakash Kumar 

ExM-54 

: Ledger Sheet pertaining to LLD No. 

ExM-35 

: Relative Slips for sanctioning of Staff 


92/93 


Welfare Expenses to Sr H B. Prakash 
Kumar for 1997-98 

ExM-55 

: Application for closure of LLD dt. 

28.04.1994 of Sri Channegowda 

ExM-36 

Letter No. BLSW:40527:EP: 
FRAUD:2001 dt. 30.03.2001 of SS (W), 

ExM-56 

: Relative sloips for closure of LLd 92/ 

93 dt 17.05.1994 


CO Bangalore, addressed to Shri H B. 
Prakash Kumar 

ExM-57 

: Application for LLD No. 95 dt. 

25.03.1994 

ExM-37 

: Letter No. 8:HO: Staff 79: 2001 dt. 

04/.04.2001 of Canara Bank, 
Talagawadi Branch, addresed to 

ExM-58 

: Ledger Sheet pertaining to LLD No. 

95 

ExM-38 

SS(W), CO Bangalore 

Letter dt. 11.04.2001 of Shri H B. 

ExM-59 

: Application for closure of LLD No. 95 

dt 29.08.1994 


Prakash Kumar addressed to DGM, SS 
(W), CO Bangalore 

ExM-60 

: Relative sloips for closure of LLD 95 

dt. 31.08.1994 

ExM-39 

: Letter No.8:HO: Staff: 083:2001 dt. 

ExM-61 

: Xeroxcopy of KDRNo. 19/96 


12.04.2001 of Canara Bank, Talagawadi 
Branch addressed to SS (W), CO 
Bangalore 

ExM-62 

FD/KD Paying in slip dt. 20.01.1996 
for Rs. 2000/- in respect of Sri 
Channegowda 




[^II—3(ii)] 


23, 2015AJ^ 2, 1937 


2377 


ExM-63 


ExM-64 


ExM-65 


ExM-66 


ExM-67 


ExM-68 


ExM-69 


ExM-70 


Ledger Sheet in respect of KDR 19/96 
of Sri Channegowda 

F108 dt. 20.01.1996 in respect of KDR 
19/96 of Sri Channegowda 

SB Withdrawal Order form for Rs. 
10000/- dt. 20.01.1996 in respect of SB 
a/c 4017 of Shri H B Prakash Kumar 

Record of Deposit Receipts issued of 
Canara Bank, Hittanahalli Branch for 
delivering Deposit Receipts — entry 
pertaining to KDR 19/96 

Cash shroff book dt. 20.01.1996 of 
Hittanahally Branch 

KDR Subsidiary Sheet of Hittanahalli 
Branch for 20.01.1996 

Cash shroff book dt. 20.12.1995 of 
Hittanahalli branch 

KDR subsidiary sheet of Hittanahally 
branch for the period 18.12.95 to 


ExM-71 


ExM-72 


ExM-73 


ExM-74 


ExM-75 


22.12.95 with printed serial number 
501415 

Paying in challan in respect of KDR 
321/97 dt 19.09.1997 

Application for KDR (NF 108) dt. 
19.09.1997 in respect of KDR 321/97 

Ledger Sheet in respect of KDR 321/ 
97 

Record of deposit receipts issued of 
Hittanahalli Branch - entry pertaining 
to KDR 321/97 

Paying in slip in respect of LED 95 of 
Sri Channegowda dated 25.03.1994 


Documents exhibited on behalf of the I party: 


ExD-1 : Attendance Register (folio No. 109) 

pertaining to Aug. 94 of Mandya 
Branch relating to Shri H B Prakash 
Kumar. 
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